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Women continue to be underrepresented as tenure-track faculty members at research institutions 
despite the growing percentage of women completing doctoral degrees in Science, Technology, 
Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) fields.  Fostering mentoring relationships between 
women faculty and women doctoral students is commonly proposed as a method for facilitating 
student success.  Yet, there is limited empirical evidence that a doctoral student-faculty advisor 
gender match contributes to improved outcomes.  Thus, I evaluate the impact of advisor gender 
match on female doctoral students’ likelihood of degree completion, time to degree, volume of 
publications, and post-graduation academic job placement.   
 
I analyze survey and administrative data on female and male STEM doctoral students from a 
selective research university using ordinary least squares, logit, and negative binomial regression 
analyses in a social identity theoretical framework.  For comparison, I evaluate survey and 
administrative data on Humanities and Humanistic Social Science (HHSS) doctoral students 
across 13 highly-ranked research institutions.  Since HHSS departments tend to have greater 
proportions of female faculty than STEM departments, they provide a different context for 
gender matching to operate.   
  
I find that numeric representation of female faculty influences student outcomes.  An increase in 
the proportion of female STEM faculty leads to a higher graduation probability and shorter time 
to degree among female doctoral students.  Larger proportions of female faculty may aid in 
improving climate, visibility of positive role models, and opportunities for informal mentorship.   
 
Advisor gender match appears to increase the likelihood of completion for women doctoral 
students in HHSS departments.  In contrast, advisor gender does not impact likelihood of 
completion, time to degree, or academic job placement among women in STEM departments or 
among men in STEM and HHSS departments.  Rather, advisor attitude toward dissertation 
completion and frequency of meetings during the dissertation process influence student 
publication rates, time to degree, and academic placement indicating that positive advising 
practices can enhance student educational and employment outcomes.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 Despite the growing number of women earning doctoral degrees in Science, Technology, 
Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) fields, women continue to be underrepresented as tenure-
track faculty members at research institutions.  Women comprise only 6.4% of senior faculty in 
Engineering, 10% in Physical Sciences, 11.8% in Mathematics, 17.2% in Computer Sciences, 
21.3% in Natural Sciences, and 28.8% in Life Sciences across a sample of research institutions in 
2003 (National Research Council [NRC], 2009).  Meanwhile, the percentage of doctoral degrees 
awarded to women has grown over the last three decades.  Between 1977 and 2007, the 
percentage of doctoral degrees awarded to women increased from 2.8% to 20.7% in Engineering, 
from 9.8% to 28.1% in the Physical Sciences, and from 20.8% to 51.4% in the Life Sciences 
(National Science Foundation [NSF], 2010).  Even though the trend is increasing, the percentage 
of doctorates earned in Engineering and Physical Sciences is far from reaching gender parity.   
Achieving gender equity and minimizing barriers for women interested in pursuing 
scientific endeavors are of high importance for reasons extending from the individual to the 
global scale.  National and global scientific and technological advancements are dependent on a 
diverse and talented scientific labor force of sufficient size and quality.  As such, the deterrence 
of talented women from pursuing or continuing in STEM fields constitutes a loss not only in the 
production of scientific and technological knowledge, but in national competitiveness in these 
areas.  At the individual level, qualified women who are interested in using their scientific 
training to contribute to society should be able to achieve their goals without institutional barriers 
(NRC, 2009; Xie & Shauman, 2003).   
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The complexity of the issues surrounding the underrepresentation of women in STEM 
fields has inspired a sizable body of research and literature encompassing every stage of the life 
course (preschool, kindergarten through high school, college, graduate school, and beyond) and 
across several disciplines (sociology, psychology, education, etc.).  Blickenstaff (2005) 
summarizes the strands of literature as falling into one of the following broad categories:  
1. Biological differences between men and women. 
2. Girls’ lack of academic preparation for a science major/career. 
3. Girls’ poor attitude toward science and lack of positive experiences with science in 
childhood. 
4. The absence of female scientists/engineers as role models. 
5. Science curricula are irrelevant to many girls. 
6. The pedagogy of science classes favors male students. 
7. A ‘chilly climate’ exists for girls/women in science classes. 
8. Cultural pressure on girls/women to conform to traditional gender roles. 
9. An inherent masculine worldview in scientific epistemology. 
 
At the doctoral and faculty levels, researchers have identified challenges in work-life balance, 
inhospitable work environments, negative self-assessments, and biased recruiting, evaluation, 
and promotion efforts as potential sources of variation in educational and employment outcomes 
by gender (Correll, 2004; Fox, 2001; Moyer, 1999; National Academy of Sciences, 2006; Valian, 
1999).   
As numerous and as diverse as the potential sources of gender inequity in the sciences 
are, there is also a wide array of programs and policies to help encourage more girls and women 
to enter, persist, and succeed in the sciences.  One commonly proposed method to increase the 
number of women pursuing the sciences is to foster same gender mentorship and accessibility of 
positive role models.  For example, the National Science Foundation ADVANCE program, 
Harvard Graduate Women in Science, and Association of Women in Science all advocate for 
increased representation and advancement of women in science through mentorship and 
otherwise.  Same gender mentoring or gender matching between faculty advisor and doctoral 
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student is often promoted in STEM departments; yet, there are relatively few empirical studies 
investigating its efficacy in improving educational outcomes or in producing a greater proportion 
of female faculty.   
Here I evaluate the impact of same gender mentorship, or gender match between doctoral 
student and faculty advisor, on students’ likelihood of degree completion, time to degree, volume 
of publications, and placement in a tenure-track faculty position.  Empirical data include survey 
and administrative records on male and female doctoral students in nine different STEM 
departments from a selective research university, as well as survey and administrative data from 
Humanities and Humanistic Social Science (HHSS) departments across 13 top research 
institutions for comparison.  Whereas the entrance of critical numbers of female faculty in STEM 
fields is a relatively recent and ongoing development, departments in the humanities and social 
sciences have long maintained female faculty in the tenure ranks.  With relatively higher 
proportions of female faculty in HHSS departments, uncomfortable work environments, 
structural barriers, and gender biases ordinarily associated with male dominated fields should be 
attenuated or less prevalent (Tolbert et al., 1995).  Thus, I incorporate the study of HHSS 
departments to provide a comparative aspect to the understanding of the role of gender matching 
in different contexts.   
My theoretical framework incorporates social identity and ingroup bias theories.  Social 
identity theory proposes that an individual identifies with a group based on some prototypical 
characteristic and consequently perceives the “successes and failures” of that group as her own.  
Therefore, in order to maintain positive self- evaluation, she strives to promote her group in a 
positive light (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Hornsey, 2008; Tajfel & Turner, 
1984).  Ingroup bias theory posits that bias is prompted by preferential treatment of one’s group 
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members (Brewer, 1999), such that female students matched with female advisors should 
experience some benefit of group membership.  Therefore, I hypothesize that female graduate 
students matched with female faculty advisors will have better educational and employment 
outcomes than female graduate students matched with male faculty advisors.   
My research findings determine whether promoting same gender mentorship is an 
effective method for engendering women’s success in the sciences.  It adds to our general 
understanding of how to improve gender equity at the doctorate and professoriate levels.   
Consequently, higher education institutions and other entities can use these findings to develop 
more effective programs, practices, and policies to encourage more women to persist in the 
sciences and to enter academia.  Additionally, my research encompasses HHSS departments, and 
thus, findings can be applied to improve doctoral programs in other fields to maximize student 
potential in regard to degree completion, publication, and job placement.  
 Chapter 2 follows with a literature review on gender matching in higher education and a 
discussion of the social identity theoretical framework.  Chapter 3 presents data, results, and 
discussion of the STEM analyses.  Chapter 4 evaluates data on female and male doctoral students 
in Humanities and Humanistic Social Science departments.  Chapter 5 concludes with primary 
findings and directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 
Literature Review on Gender Matching in Higher Education  
The importance of faculty gender in relation to student educational outcomes is 
documented in post-secondary education.
1
  Among undergraduate students enrolled in the United 
States Air Force Academy, female students are more likely to take additional math and science 
courses and to complete a STEM degree if they have taken STEM courses from female 
professors (Carrell et al., 2009); the effect is largest among female students with the highest math 
ability.  In contrast, professor gender shows little impact on students in the humanities fields and 
on male students in general.  Data from Colgate University classes of 1988 through 2000 suggest 
that gender-matched faculty serve as role models and have a positive influence on students’ 
decisions to major in their respective fields (Rask & Bailey, 2002).  Bettinger and Long (2007) 
suggest that a gender match has the potential to increase student interest in a field as measured 
by course selection and major choice.  They find that when female faculty teach math or 
geology, female students in the course are more likely to persist in the respective field.  
Conversely, male students who take an introductory course from male faculty in education, a 
predominantly female field, are more likely to take additional courses and major in the subject.
2
  
To date, there are limited studies on the impact of same-gender mentoring on the success 
and academic persistence of PhD students.  Hilmer and Hilmer (2007) find no significant 
                                                 
1
 In primary and secondary education, Ehrenberg, et al. (1995) find that white female students 
are rated higher by female teachers than by male teachers, but that female gender match does not 
lead to increased test scores.  See also Dee, T. (2005). 
2
 See also Canes and Rosen, 1995; Dynan & Rouse, 1997; Hoffman & Oreopoulos, 2007; 
Rothstein, D. 1995; and Turner & Bowen, 1999. 
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difference in initial job placement and early-career research productivity between female 
students working with female advisors and female students working with male advisors in 
economics PhD programs.  All things equal, they show that female students working with male 
advisors are more likely to accept research oriented jobs than male students working with male 
advisors.  Neumark and Gardecki (1998) do not find any support for improved graduation 
probabilities or job placement success when female economics graduate students are matched 
with female faculty advisors or female dissertation chairs; however, they provide evidence that 
female faculty advisors can reduce time to degree for female students.  As for publication rates, 
Goldstein (1979) shows that New York psychology students publish more when they have same 
gender advisors, but more recent research provides contrasting results.  In psychology, women 
supervised by women publish at the same rate as women supervised by men, and there is no 
difference in mean publication rates between men and women who study under the same advisor 
in the same university (Over et al., 1990).  Likewise, Schuckman (1987) finds no difference in 
publication rates among biology and psychology students by advisor gender. 
 
Theoretical Framework  
The matching of doctoral student and faculty dissertation advisor occurs by mutual 
agreement.  Rather than distinguish whether the pairing is student or advisor driven, I view it as a 
coalescence based on shared interests, availability, programmatic requirements, financial 
considerations, and other nuances that arise from doctoral programs, as well as psycho-social 
factors stemming from role model, similarity-attraction, social cognitive, and social identity 
theories.  From the student’s perspective, gender matching, beyond the practical requirements of 
selecting an advisor, is in step with role model and social cognitive theories whereby individuals 
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seek role models who are similar to them and then envision potential career trajectories based on 
the attributes, experiences, and successes of selected role models (Bandura, 1986; Gibson, 2004; 
Marx & Roman, 2002; Quimby, 2006).  In other words, female students may select female 
faculty advisors due to gender similarity and perceived shared experiences and aspirations, in 
addition to instrumental concerns relating to research interests.  Conversely, social identity 
theory predicts female faculty advisors may serve on female students’ dissertation committee due 
to same gender group membership and the subsequent desire to help and promote female 
students to advance the overall achievements of the group (provided that there is no negative 
association with group membership).
3
  After all, positive self-assessment is tied to membership 
in a group that is viewed in high esteem.  Further, ingroup identification and attachment (Brewer, 
1999) posit that individuals are biased toward group members and afford demographically 
similar individuals with preferential treatment (without negative attitudes toward outgroups).  
Taken together, ingroup bias and social identity theories predict that female students and female 
faculty tend to work together and that the partnership leads to improved educational and 
employment outcomes as preferential treatment is conferred to female students in an effort to 
advance the group’s overall status. 
 Nevertheless, the psycho-social processes of social identity theory (SIT) are not acting in 
isolation.  The potential positive benefits afforded by SIT may be mitigated or mediated by 
contextual factors, such as numeric representation, group categorical status, and work group 
prestige.  Categorical status is the differential “prominence, respect, and influence afforded to 
individuals” in different demographic categories while work group prestige is the level of 
“prestige (low or high) accorded to a certain group within an organization” (Duguid et al., 2010, 
                                                 
3
 When there is negative association with group membership, some individuals may disengage 
from the group to protect their self-esteem.   
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p. 2; Anderson et al., 2006).  For example, value threat occurs among individuals who are of 
numeric minority in high-prestige work groups.  It leads individuals to disengage from a 
demographically similar group due to a fear of not being accepted by an alternative higher status 
group.  Value threat can affect behavior in the following ways:  1. collective threat – concern that 
other women will confirm or exacerbate negative stereotypes, 2. favoritism threat – fear of 
appearing “positively biased” toward female over male graduate students, and 3. competitive 
threat -  fear of appearing less qualified than other women (Duguid et al., 2010).  Given that 
historical and demographic factors tend to categorize women in STEM fields as “lower status, 
numeric minorities in high-prestige work groups,”4 value threat may mitigate potential benefits 
rendered by ingroup preference.  Consequently, for fear of not being seen as members of an 
alternative higher status group (vis à vis academics), women faculty may be less likely to help or 
support female graduate students.   
Provided that historical and demographic factors tend to categorize women in STEM as 
“lower status, numeric minorities in high-prestige work groups,” SIT in a value threat model may 
mitigate potential benefits afforded by similarity-attraction or ingroup preference.  To test this, I 
analyze comparative groups to better understand the impact of gender matching in different 
contexts.  I include male doctoral students in the analyses as they tend to be viewed as members 
of higher categorical status and of numeric majority in STEM fields.  I also examine data on 
doctoral students in Humanities and Humanistic Social Sciences because women are less likely 
to be low-status or of numeric minority in these departments.   
 
 
 
 
                                                 
4
 The professoriate is regarded as a high prestige work group. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
 
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, ENGINEERING, AND MATHEMATICS 
 
 
As doctoral students ordinarily conduct research in collaboration with and/or under the 
supervision of a faculty advisor and much can be learned about the field, research methods, 
culture, and professional activities from the advisor, a positive student-advisor relationship is 
critical to a student’s success.  Here I investigate several aspects of the relationship between 
doctoral students and faculty advisors to determine possible sources of variation that could lead 
to the underrepresentation of women as tenure-track faculty members in research institutions, as 
well as the gender imbalance among doctorates in STEM fields.  Since gender matching, or same 
gender mentorship, is a method often used to advance women in science, I focus on its impact on 
a student’s likelihood of graduation, time to degree, volume of publications, and academic job 
placement.  Additionally, I examine the effects of advisor attitudes toward dissertation 
completion and frequency of meetings during the dissertation process.  Using a theoretical 
framework incorporating ingroup bias and social identity theory in a value threat model, I 
hypothesize that female graduate students matched with female faculty advisors have better 
educational and employment outcomes than female graduate students matched with male faculty 
advisors, but that the potential gains are mediated by the group’s relative numerical 
representation. 
 
DATA 
The data on doctoral students in STEM departments come from a selective four-year 
research institution in the Northeast United States.  The dataset includes individual-level and 
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department-level administrative records on student demographics obtained from the Graduate 
School, as well as individual responses to an online survey focusing on student experiences with 
faculty advisors, number of publications, and career aspirations or post-study employment.  
STEM departments include Biochemistry, Biology, Chemistry, Chemical Engineering, Civil 
Engineering, Electrical Engineering, Mathematics, Mechanical Engineering, and Physics.  The 
sample consists of: (1) recent doctorates who earned their degree between 2003 and 2009
5
, (2) 
students currently enrolled at the time of survey, January 2010, and (3) students who entered 
between 1997 and 2007, but left the PhD program before graduating.  I include only withdrawn 
students who notified the Graduate School of their withdrawal before March 2010. 
 
Description of Sample 
 The administrative data consists of 1,850 individuals: 947 PhDs, 674 current students, 
and 229 leavers/withdrawn students (Table 3.1).  The majority of students are matched with male 
advisors.  92% of male PhDs are advised by male faculty compared to 8% by female faculty.  
Meanwhile, 18% of female PhDs are matched with female faculty advisors.  98% of male leavers 
and 90% of female leavers are advised by male faculty. 
 
Survey 
I designed a 32-question survey for doctoral students primarily addressing the advisor 
matching process, advising experiences with the faculty chair,
6
 research productivity, views on  
                                                 
5
 The retrospective survey is limited to individuals who graduated in 2003 and later due to the 
availability of valid e-mail addresses from administrative records.   
6
 Some of the survey questions, such as advisor attitude toward dissertation completion and 
frequency of meetings, were derived from the Graduate Education Survey conducted by the 
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Table 3.1 
Description of Sample Size         
            
Full Sample 
       Male Students   Female Students   Total 
 
N % N %   
Current Student 649 69% 298 31% 947 
PhD 503 75% 171 25% 674 
Withdrawn 168 73% 61 27% 229 
Total 1,320 
 
530 
 
1,850 
            
By Advisor Gender 
     
 
Male Students 
 
 
Male Advisor   Female Advisor   Total 
 
N % N %   
Current Student 579 89% 70 11% 649 
PhD 462 92% 41 8% 503 
Withdrawn 164 98% 4 2% 168 
Total 1,205 
 
115 
 
1,320 
      
 
Female Students 
 
 
Male Advisor   Female Advisor   Total 
 
N % N %   
Current Student 247 83% 51 17% 298 
PhD 141 82% 30 18% 171 
Withdrawn 55 90% 6 10% 61 
Total 443   87   530 
 
the professoriate, and post-study career employment or trajectory.  After vetting the survey 
instrument, I contracted an independent research institute to help conduct the pilot study and 
administer the online survey to ensure secure data collection.  From January through February 
2010, the research institute sent invitation and reminder e-mails to recent doctorates and 
currently enrolled students to participate in the survey.   
                                                                                                                                                             
Andrew W. Mellon Foundation so that responses could be more easily compared between STEM 
and HHSS students.   
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There are two slightly different versions of the survey based on a respondent’s status; the 
version for current students contains text written in the present tense and includes questions 
pertaining to career intentions (see Appendix A), whereas the retrospective survey for recent 
PhDs contains text written in the past tense and asks for post-study employment information (see 
Appendix B).  Although it would have been valuable to survey students who have withdrawn to 
learn more about their reasons for leaving especially in regard to faculty advising, it was not 
feasible given the limited availability of valid e-mail addresses and resources.   
The survey closed at the end of February 2010 with a relatively high response rate of 
61.84%.  919 out of 1,486 individuals who received the survey (or had valid e-mail addresses) 
completed the online form.  An additional 56 individuals partially completed the survey and their 
answers are included in the dataset.  Based on t-tests, there is no statistically significant 
difference between survey respondents and non-respondents on GRE scores, Citizenship, Age, 
and Non-white United States Citizenship (Table 3.2).  The Non-white US Citizen variable 
includes American Indian, Asian American, African American, Hispanic, Multicultural, and 
“other” students.  Given the small number of members in each racial group, it was not possible to 
conduct analyses without aggregation.  Women comprise 33% of the respondents and 23% of the 
non-respondents.   
Since the majority of the regression analyses are conducted using only PhD recipients, I 
present t-tests omitting current students and leavers.  T-tests limited to PhDs yield no difference 
between respondents and non-respondents, except that Non-white United States citizens are more 
likely to complete the survey (Table 3.2).  Non-white US citizens comprise 11.7% of the 
respondents and 6.8% of the non-respondents.  Given that only 9.3% of the PhD population is 
non-white US citizens, this slight overrepresentation is helpful towards analysis.  Of the 63 non-
13 
 
white US citizens, 41 completed the survey, whereas 22 did not respond.  The PhD respondents 
total 350 individuals: 251 men and 99 women.  Female faculty chaired dissertation committees 
for 21% of the female PhD respondents and 8% of the male PhD respondents.   
Table 3.2         
Summary and T-test Statistics for Respondents and Non-respondents  
            
 
PhDs and Current Students 
 
Non-respondent Respondent     
 
Mean Mean Diff T-stat 
GRE Verbal Score 565.8011 571.8323 -6.031 (-1.00) 
GRE Quantitative Score 759.5396 755.894 3.646 (1.12) 
US Citizen .5323077 .5798146 -0.048 (-1.89) 
Non-white US Citizen .1107692 .1390319 -0.028 (-1.67) 
Age 23.78923 24.00721 -0.218 (-1.55) 
Research Assistantship .4027348 .3997226 0.00301 (0.17) 
Teaching Assistantship .3296169 .31367 0.0159 (0.97) 
Fellowship .2056999 .2312748 -0.0256 (-1.71) 
Proportion Women 0.2261538 0.3316169 -0.105 (-4.61) 
          
Number of Men 503 649 
  Number of Women 147 322     
Total 650 971     
 
PhDs only 
 
Non-respondent Respondent     
 
Mean Mean Diff T-stat 
GRE Verbal Score 565.8712 574.5205 -8.649 (-0.93) 
GRE Quantitative Score 757.8788 758.4247 -0.546 (-0.12) 
US Citizen .4969136 .56 -0.0631 (-1.64) 
Non-white US Citizen .0679012 .1171429 -0.0492* (-2.20) 
Age 23.64815 23.81143 -0.163 (-0.79) 
Research Assistantship .4780864 .4650522 0.0130 (0.53) 
Teaching Assistantship .2920831 .2795964 0.0125 (0.59) 
Fellowship .18398 .2099671 -0.0260 (-1.32) 
Proportion Women 0.2222222 0.2828571 -0.06 (-1.81) 
          
Number of Men 252 251 
  Number of Women 72 99     
Total 324 350     
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Forming the Dissertation Committee: Gender Matching 
The Graduate School requires students to form a dissertation committee composed of a 
faculty chair and at least two additional “minor” faculty members.  In general, students are asked 
to select a faculty chair within the first semester and the rest of the committee by the end of the 
third semester.  Committee member selection is a mutual process that requires the agreement of 
both student and faculty member to work together.  The decision to work together can arise from 
shared research interests, availability, programmatic requirements, funding opportunities, and 
other considerations including psycho-social factors.   
Consistent with role model, social identity, similarity-attraction, and social cognitive 
theories where individuals prefer demographically similar others, female STEM doctoral 
students are more likely to match with female faculty dissertation chairs.  All else equal, female 
students are 6 percentage points more likely than male students to pair with a female dissertation 
chair (Table 3.3).  No other student characteristic in this model is predictive of matching with a 
female advisor, except for age.  Compared to 22-year old matriculants, individuals 28 years old 
or older are 8 percentage points less likely to pair with a female dissertation chair, everything 
else held constant.  This finding appears to be driven by the male students given that when the 
sample is divided by student gender, men who are 28 years old or older are less likely to pair 
with a female dissertation chair by 10.6 percentage points, all else equal. 
When the sample is divided by student gender, mother’s education plays a role in the 
propensity to match with a female dissertation chair.  Among women, a jump in mother’s 
education from a bachelor’s to a master’s degree leads to a higher likelihood of pairing with a 
female dissertation chair by 8 percentage points, everything else held constant.  Among men, an 
increase in mother’s education from a bachelor’s to a doctoral degree increases the likelihood of 
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matching with a female chair by 7.5 percentage points.  This suggests that the normalization of 
women with higher degrees facilitates the inclination to work with women dissertation advisors. 
 
Table 3.3       
Likelihood of Matching with a Female Faculty Advisor by Student Gender 
 Logit Regression Marginal Effects       
    
 
Full Sample Female Students Male Students 
    Female Student 0.05740** 
  
 
(0.0181) 
  GRE Quantitative Score 0.00002 0.00026 0.0000 
 
(0.0001) (0.0003) (0.0002) 
International -0.00434 0.03641 -0.0108 
 
(0.0172) (0.0391) (0.0188) 
Non-white US Citizen -0.01202 0.00265 -0.02101 
 
(0.0226) (0.0477) (0.0255) 
% Female Students in Cohort -0.10062 -0.25017 -0.00827 
 
(0.0771) (0.1588) (0.0920) 
% Female Faculty during Entry Year 0.00071 -0.00056 0.00208 
 
(0.0033) (0.0075) (0.0035) 
Departments YES YES YES 
    Age at Enrollment (22 omitted) 
   21 years or younger -0.03484 -0.07463 -0.00593 
 
(0.0533) (0.0767) (0.0368) 
23 years  0.01416 -0.00686 -0.03719 
 
(0.0269) (0.0453) (0.0230) 
24 years  0.01997 0.00097 -0.01827 
 
(0.0223) (0.0495) (0.0245) 
25 years  -0.01969 -0.03945 0.00098 
 
(0.0261) (0.0668) (0.0280) 
26 years 0.0087 0.00297 -0.00931 
 
(0.0275) (0.0761) (0.0301) 
27 years 0.017 0.02587 -0.03553 
 
(0.0288) (0.0683) (0.0418) 
28 years or older -0.08333* -0.09426 -0.10601** 
  (0.0348) (0.0696) (0.0404) 
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Table 3.3 (Continued)       
    Father's Education (Bachelor's Degree Omitted Category) 
 Less than High School 0.05319 0.15051 0.05225 
 
(0.0607) (0.1723) (0.0627) 
High School Graduate 0.03613 0.12467 0.00991 
 
(0.0424) (0.0927) (0.0487) 
Some College 0.01564 0.08039 -0.02239 
 
(0.0343) (0.0679) (0.0411) 
Some Graduate School 0.00701 -0.0871 0.0242 
 
(0.0456) (0.1114) (0.0466) 
Master’s Degree 0.00945 0.03155 -0.01873 
 
(0.0236) (0.0473) (0.0285) 
Doctoral Degree 0.0245 0.03255 0.01064 
 
(0.0285) (0.0575) (0.0336) 
Mother's Education (Bachelor's Degree Omitted Category) 
 Less than High School 0.03336 0.08936 0.00599 
 
(0.0546) (0.1206) (0.0625) 
High School Graduate -0.03309 -0.02915 -0.03108 
 
(0.0394) (0.0841) (0.0456) 
Some College 0.0385 -0.06665 0.07776** 
 
(0.0277) (0.0708) (0.0290) 
Some Graduate School -0.03776 0.10194 -0.10059 
 
(0.0530) (0.0981) (0.0821) 
Master’s Degree 0.02689 0.08132+ 0.00808 
 
(0.0249) (0.0484) (0.0308) 
Doctoral Degree 0.05231 0.0271 0.07515+ 
 
(0.0375) (0.0782) (0.0426) 
    Observations 1812 519 1293 
Pseudo R-squared 0.076 0.112 0.078 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
  Standard errors in parentheses 
    
Descriptive Statistics 
Table 3.4 summarizes student characteristics by advisor gender using the full sample of 
PhDs, current students, and leavers.  Based on t-tests, there is no difference between female 
students matched with male faculty advisors and female students matched with female faculty  
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Table 3.4         
Summary Statistics and T-tests of Students with Male and Female Advisors 
 (Includes PhDs, Leavers & Current Students)       
  Male Students 
 
Male Advisor Female Advisor     
 
Mean Mean Diff T-stat 
GRE Verbal Score 563.9482 571.7172 -7.769 (-0.66) 
GRE Quantitative Score 763.6933 756.9697 6.724 (1.16) 
US Citizen .5487042 .5913043 -0.0426 (-0.87) 
Non-white US Citizen .1277927 .1217391 0.00605 (0.19) 
Age at Enrollment 24.03485 23.73043 0.304 (1.14) 
Father's Education 4.665414 4.666667 -0.00125 (-0.01) 
Mother's Education 4.050467 4.15625 -0.106 (-0.48) 
Research Assistantship .401335 .4668737 -0.0655* (-1.97) 
Teaching Assistantship .3388458 .2748861 0.0640 (1.93) 
Fellowship .1924148 .1948758 -0.00246 (-0.09) 
       Female Students 
 
Male Advisor Female Advisor     
 
Mean Mean Diff T-stat 
GRE Verbal Score 576.6981 582.1918 -5.494 (-0.41) 
GRE Quantitative Score 739.8742 739.4521 0.422 (0.05) 
US Citizen .6 .6321839 -0.0322 (-0.56) 
Non-white US Citizen .1443038 .1494253 -0.00512 (-0.12) 
Age at Enrollment 23.80506 24.09195 -0.287 (-0.81) 
Father's Education 4.923729 5.016667 -0.0929 (-0.39) 
Mother's Education 4.351695 4.633333 -0.282 (-1.21) 
Research Assistantship .368877 .326902 0.0420 (1.08) 
Teaching Assistantship .3205885 .3580186 -0.0374 (-0.99) 
Fellowship .2604568 .2614258 -0.000969 (-0.03) 
 
advisors on the following student characteristics: GRE scores, Citizenship, Non-white US 
Citizenship, Age, and parental education.  Likewise, there is no difference in observable 
characteristics between male students advised by male faculty and male students matched with 
female faculty.
7
  Thus, there appears to be no observed ability difference between students who 
                                                 
7
 T-tests limited to PhDs also yield no observable difference by advisor gender. 
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are matched with male advisors and students matched with female advisors that could potentially 
be used to explain differences in outcomes.  Additionally, the data indicate that male and female 
faculty advisors have access to and pair with students of similar abilities.    
I also conduct t-tests on the type of financial aid awarded by student and advisor gender.   
Nearly all students at this selective institution receive some form of aid during their program of 
study: fellowship, research assistantship, or teaching assistantship.  There is no difference in the 
type and proportion of aid received among women with male or female advisors.  In contrast, 
male students with female advisors are more likely to receive research assistantships than male 
students matched with male advisors. 
 
 
METHODS 
The primary outcomes of interest are likelihood of completion, number of publications, 
time to degree, and academic job placement within 6 months of receiving the doctorate.  The 
methods employed are described below followed by a general description of the explanatory and 
control variables.  The impact of gender match is estimated using two models: 1. whether the 
individual is paired with a female or male faculty dissertation chair and whether the individual is 
paired with at least one female minor committee member, and 2. whether the individual has at 
least one female dissertation committee member (either chair or minor member).   
 
Likelihood of Completion 
 Since the outcome is a binary variable (1 = complete, 0 = withdraw), the likelihood of 
completion is estimated using logit regression.
 8
  The sample includes PhD recipients and leavers 
                                                 
8
 There are too few observations in some of the categories to utilize a multinomial logit model.   
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who entered between 1999 and 2004,
9
 and omits current students as it is not clear whether these 
students will eventually complete or withdraw.  Also, given that the primary variable of interest 
is advisor gender, only individuals who have officially submitted their faculty chair or full 
committee selections to the Graduate School are included.  Two models are presented to estimate 
the impact of gender match using the following explanatory variables: 1. Female chair and at 
least one female minor member, and 2. At least one female faculty advisor (either chair or minor 
member). 
Control variables for all models include proportion of female faculty in the department at 
the time of student’s entry, GRE quantitative score, United States Citizenship, Non-white United 
States Citizenship, Age, entry year, and dummy variables controlling for departments and 
missing observations.  The regression equation for Model 1 is: 
 
 Yi = α + βFemalei + δXi + εi 
 
where Yi is the log (Pr (graduate)/Pr (withdraw)), “Female” is the explanatory variable 
indicating a gender match with dissertation chair, and X is the vector for 
explanatory/control variables.  Model 2 is the same except that “Female” is the 
explanatory variable indicating that the student’s committee is composed of at least one 
female faculty. 
 
 
Number of Publications 
 Research productivity is measured as the number of sole or first author refereed journal 
articles published or accepted for publication during the PhD program.  The impact of female 
faculty on publications is estimated using negative binomial regression with the following 
equation:   
 
                                                 
9
 Given the nuances of data collection, 1999 is the first year that data for the entire entering 
cohort is available. 
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Yi = α + βFemalei + δXi + εi  
 
where Yi is the log of the number of articles, “Female” represents the explanatory 
variable indicating whether the chair is female for model 1 or whether the committee is 
composed of at least one female faculty member for model 2, and X is the vector of 
control variables. 
 
The control variables are proportion of female faculty in the department at the start of student’s 
PhD program, GRE quantitative score, US Citizenship, Non-white US Citizenship, Age, 
financial aid, advisor attitude towards dissertation completion, program duration in years, 
frequency of meetings during the dissertation proposal, research, and writing stages, and dummy 
variables for departments and missing observations.  The sample consists of only doctorates. 
 
Time to Degree 
 Conditional on completing the doctorate, the outcome variable, time to degree, is 
measured as the number of years that elapse from the time of entry to the year of completion.  
The effect of female faculty on time to degree is estimated with ordinary least squares regression 
using the following equation:  
Yi = α + βFemalei + δXi + εi  
 
where Yi is the number of years to completion, “Female” is the explanatory variable 
indicating “female advisor” for model 1 or “at least one female minor member” for model 
2, and X is the vector of control variables. 
 
The model incorporates the proportion of female faculty at time of the student’s entry, GRE 
quantitative score, US Citizenship, Non-white US Citizenship, advisor attitude toward 
dissertation completion, frequency of meetings during the different dissertation stages, and 
dummy variables for departments, age, and missing observations as control variables.  Although 
age is not of primary interest and serves only as a control variable, here it is dummy coded 
because it is hypothesized that the relationship between age and time to degree may not be linear.   
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Academic Job Placement  
 Oftentimes STEM doctorates intending to pursue tenure-track faculty positions first 
assume post-doctoral research positions.  These “gateway” positions tend to improve 
competitiveness in the academic market as additional research experience, mastery of new skills, 
increased publications and/or grant funding, and other experiences are commonly obtained.  As 
such, the outcome dummy variable, academic job placement is equivalent to “1” if the doctorate 
accepts a tenure-track faculty position or post-doctoral position at a four year research institution 
within 6 months of receiving the PhD.   
Logit regression models are estimated using the following equation:  
 
Yi = α + βFemalei + δXi + εi  
where Yi is the log (Pr (academic job)/Pr (other)), “Female” is the explanatory variable 
indicating “female advisor” for model 1 or “at least one female minor member” for model 
2, and X is the vector for independent variables. 
 
Control variables include proportion of female faculty, GRE quantitative score, US Citizenship, 
Non-white US Citizenship, Age, number of journal articles, financial aid, program duration, and 
dummy variables for departments and missing observations.   
 
Description of Independent Variables 
 Female Chair – Dummy variable indicating the gender of the dissertation committee 
faculty chair (0 = male, 1 = female).  Dissertation chair ordinarily supervises dissertation 
work and provides research facilities and resources.   
 One Female Minor Member – Dummy variable indicating that there is at least one female 
faculty serving as a minor member on the dissertation committee.  Minor members 
represent student’s minor subjects. 
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 One Female Advisor – Equivalent to “1” if there is at least one female faculty on the 
dissertation committee serving as chair or minor member. 
 Proportion of Female Faculty – the proportion of female faculty in the student’s 
department at time of entry.
10
 
 GRE Quantitative score – test score required for admission to a PhD program measured 
on a scale of 200 to 800 points in 10-point increments. 
 Number of publications – number of peer-reviewed journal articles published or accepted 
for publication during the PhD program. 
 International – Binary variable that equals “1” if student is not a United States Citizen or 
permanent resident (foreign/international student). 
 Non-white US citizen – includes American Indian, Asian American, African American, 
Hispanic, multiracial, and other ethnic categories.  White US citizen is the omitted 
category. 
 Age – Student’s age in years at entry.  It is continuous and primarily used as a control 
variable.  The square of age is not included in the regressions since age and age-squared 
are highly correlated (0.99).   
 Financial Aid – Almost all students in the sample are awarded some combination of 
research assistantships (RA), teaching assistantships (TA), and/or fellowships during 
graduate study.  Proportion of RAships is the number of research assistantships divided 
by the total number of RAships, TAships, and fellowships.  Proportion of TAships is 
                                                 
10
 The square of proportion of female faculty is not included since it is highly correlated with 
proportion of female faculty at (0.984). 
23 
 
calculated similarly and proportion of fellowships is the omitted category.  The 
proportions of each type of aid equal 1 when summed. 
 Advisor Attitude Toward Dissertation Completion – Participants were asked if their 
advisor encouraged them to: 1. Publish dissertation, 2. Polish dissertation, or 3. Finish 
quickly.   
 Program Duration – Number of years that have elapsed from the time of entry to the time 
of graduation or withdrawal.  Program duration for current students is the time elapsed 
between entry and the survey date. 
 Frequency of meetings – Binary variable indicating whether student met with dissertation 
chair at least two or more times during the dissertation proposal, research, and writing 
stages. 
 Number of Female Faculty in Department – the actual raw number of female faculty by 
department and entry year.  One female faculty member is the omitted category. 
 
Advisor Attitudes and Frequency of Meetings 
 As described above, some of the regression models incorporate advising attitudes toward 
dissertation completion and frequency of meetings during the different stages of dissertation 
preparation as explanatory/control variables for volume of publications and time to degree.  
Using logit regression, I estimate whether there is a difference between female and male 
dissertation chairs in exhibiting particular attitudes toward dissertation completion or in 
frequency of meetings by advisee gender.  Tables 3.5 and 3.6 present the results.  I find that 
compared to male dissertation chairs, female dissertation chairs are more likely to ask their 
female students to polish the dissertation by 0.08 percentage points, but to ask male students to 
24 
 
publish by 0.16 percentage points.  Female dissertation chairs are also less likely than male 
dissertation chairs to encourage male advisees to finish quickly by 0.18 percentage points.  Male 
and female dissertation chairs do not differ in the frequency of their meetings with advisees 
through the proposal, research, and writing stages. 
 
Table 3.5             
Advisor Attitude Toward Dissertation Completion  
   Logit Regression Marginal Effects 
                  
  Female PhD Male PhD 
 
Publish Polish, even Finish Publish Polish, even Finish 
    
if delay 
degree Quickly   
if delay 
degree Quickly 
       Female Chair -0.01243 0.08260+ 0.01688 0.15502*** 0.02591 -0.18473* 
 
(0.0608) (0.0497) (0.0405) (0.0406) (0.0450) (0.0918) 
       Observations 314 314 314 642 642 642 
Pseudo R-squared 0.000 0.009 0.001 0.020 0.001 0.020 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
    Standard errors in parentheses 
     
       Table 3.6              
Frequency of Meetings  
     Logit Regression Marginal Effects 
    Binary Outcome = 1 if two or more meetings per month and 0 if fewer 
                
              
 
Female PhD Male PhD 
Dissertation Stage Proposal Research Writing Proposal Research Writing 
       Female Chair 0.01322 -0.031 0.01397 0.09644 -0.04693 0.02276 
 
(0.0661) (0.0701) (0.0580) (0.0623) (0.0643) (0.0584) 
       Observations 322 322 322 649 649 649 
Pseudo R-squared 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.000 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
    Standard errors in parentheses 
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RESULTS 
 Table 3.7 provides summary statistics of outcome variables.  Regression results are 
presented by outcome of interest below.   
 
Table 3.7            
Summary Statistics of Outcome Variables 
                 
  Female Students 
      
 
Mean Std. Dev. Count Min Max 
Time To Degree 5.947368 1.293709 171 4 17 
Time to Attrition 1.754098 1.362054 61 0 8 
Number of Publications during PhD 3.164948 2.808768 97 0 11 
Academic Track Job 6 months after PhD .4949495 .5025189 99 0 1 
 
          
  Male Students 
      
 
Mean Std. Dev. Count Min Max 
Time To Degree 5.707753 1.195976 503 4 15 
Time to Attrition 1.809524 1.677439 168 0 9 
Number of Publications during PhD 3.720648 2.900606 247 0 11 
Academic Track Job 6 months after PhD .4183267 .49427 251 0 1 
 
 
Likelihood of Completion 
 The average completion rate and average time to degree by department is summarized in 
Table 3.8.
11
  The summary is calculated using data from entering cohorts 1987 through 2008 and 
ends when at least 90% of the cohort leaves the program through graduation and otherwise.  
Completion rates range from 68% in Civil Engineering to 83% in Biochemistry and Biology.  
The average completion rate across all departments in the sample is 75%.   
 
                                                 
11
 Appendix C summarizes the percentage of male and female students who graduate and who 
leave by advisor gender.  88% of women gender matched with women faculty chairs attain the 
PhD compared to 80% of women matched with men faculty chairs.  15% of women with male 
dissertation chairs leave the program compared to 7% of women matched with female 
dissertation chairs. 
26 
 
Table 3.8     
Completion Rate and Average Time to Degree by Department 
       
Department Completion Rate Avg Years to Degree 
Biochemistry 83% 6 
Biology 83% 6.5 
Chemistry 73% 5.3 
Chemical Engineering 77% 5.4 
Civil Engineering 68% 5.1 
Electrical Engineering 76% 5.2 
Mathematics 69% 5.5 
Mechanical Engineering 70% 5.1 
Physics 75% 6.2 
Average Across Departments 75% 5.6 
Data source: Graduate School Administrative Records 
  
    
A gender match with faculty chair or with one minor member does not affect women’s 
likelihood of completion contrary to my hypothesis that a gender match should lead to improved 
outcomes based on ingroup bias theory.  The gender of the faculty chair also does not impact 
men’s likelihood of completion (Table 3.9).   While advisor gender does not have a direct impact 
on female students’ graduation probabilities via formal mentorship or advising on the 
dissertation committee, the proportion of female faculty in the department is positively 
associated with completion of the PhD degree for female students.  All else held constant, a one 
percent increase in the proportion of female faculty increases a woman’s likelihood of 
completion by 17.6 percentage points in Model 1 and by 24.9 percentage points in Model 2.  
This magnitude is significant given that the average completion rate is 75% across the sample.  A 
percentage increase in the proportion of female faculty may not be a small matter either; the 
proportion ranges from 2.27% to 28.57% with a mean of 9.90 and standard deviation of 6.20.   
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 Among men, non-white US citizens are less likely to complete the degree by 0.09 to 0.10 
percentage points, everything else held constant.  For both men and women, increasing age 
negatively impacts graduation probabilities by about 0.02 percentage points, all else equal.  
Older students are generally more likely to experience life course events that can delay or derail 
their progress.  
 
Table 3.9         
Likelihood of Completion 
    Logit Regression Marginal Effects 
              
  Female Students Male Students 
  1 2 1 2 
Female Chair -0.02698 
 
0.05287 
 
 
(0.0780) 
 
(0.0701) 
 One Female Minor Member 0.11877 
 
-0.04903 
 
 
(0.0948) 
 
(0.0382) 
 One Female Advisor 
 
0.12283 
 
0.04306 
  
(0.0803) 
 
(0.0472) 
Proportion of Female Faculty 0.17621+ 0.24933+ -0.01785 -0.00898 
 
(0.1043) (0.1328) (0.0118) (0.0130) 
GRE Quantitative Score 0.00009 0.00004 0.00049+ 0.00057 
 
(0.0007) (0.0006) (0.0003) (0.0003) 
International 0.08285 0.03037 0.01953 -0.00824 
 
(0.0666) (0.0666) (0.0328) (0.0373) 
Non-white US citizen -0.08955 -0.05022 -0.10072** -0.08834+ 
 
(0.0712) (0.0897) (0.0351) (0.0480) 
Age -0.02316+ -0.02444+ -0.00899* -0.02178*** 
 
(0.0127) (0.0126) (0.0038) (0.0055) 
Departments YES YES YES YES 
Entry Year YES YES YES YES 
     Observations 113 142 368 451 
Pseudo R-squared 0.260 0.205 0.151 0.128 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
   Standard errors in parentheses 
    Sample Includes PhDs and Leavers who started PhD programs 1999-2004  
 Students who did not select an advisor are not included 
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Number of Publications 
The mean number of peer-reviewed journal articles published or accepted for publication 
during doctoral study is 3.16 for female PhDs and 3.72 for male PhDs (Table 3.7).  The negative 
binomial regression results indicate that female advisors have a weak negative effect on number 
of publications.  All else equal, female PhDs gender matched with female faculty chairs publish 
1.29 fewer articles (p<0.10) while dissertation chair gender does not impact male PhDs.  Both 
men and women publish fewer articles when there is at least one female minor member on the 
committee: 1.13 and 1.43 fewer, respectively.  Model 2 shows that at least one female faculty 
member on the committee either as chair or minor member reduces women’s publications by 1.2 
articles, ceteris paribus (Table 3.10).   
Program duration does not affect volume of publications, but advisor attitude toward 
dissertation completion and the frequency of meetings differentially impact men and women’s 
research productivity.  Among women, number of articles increase by 1.29 if dissertation chair 
encourages publication and by 2.61 if dissertation chair meets at least twice a month during the 
research stage, all else equal.  Meeting more frequently during the dissertation writing stage, 
however, reduces publications by 1.83 articles (Model 1).  Women PhDs also tend to publish 
more when they have more fellowships relative to research and teaching assistantships.  Among 
men, advisor attitude toward dissertation completion is a predictor of research productivity; 
advisors who encourage publishing increase peer-reviewed articles by 1.03 units (Model 2), 
whereas encouraging finishing quickly reduces publications by 0.97 units (Model 1), everything 
else held constant.  Frequency of meetings and proportion of research or teaching assistantships 
do not affect men’s publication rate. 
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Table 3.10          
Volume of Publications during the PhD program  
   Negative Binomial Regression Marginal Effects 
   
         
 
Model 1 Model 2 
  Women Men Women Men 
Female Chair -1.29458+ 0.08678 
  
 
(0.6808) (0.6706) 
  One Female Minor Member -1.43296+ -1.13347+ 
  
 
(0.7587) (0.5823) 
  One Female Advisor 
  
-1.20307* -0.57654 
   
(0.5982) (0.4682) 
Proportion of Female Faculty 0.34254 -0.03603 0.32321 -0.01687 
 
(0.2698) (0.1207) (0.2718) (0.1188) 
GRE Quantitative Score 0.00339 0.00449 0.0068 0.00355 
 
(0.0061) (0.0046) (0.0055) (0.0044) 
International 0.76452 0.18664 0.62052 0.09321 
 
(0.6575) (0.4364) (0.6553) (0.4253) 
Non-white US Citizen 0.89935 -0.47414 0.80463 -0.39287 
 
(0.8354) (0.6504) (0.8264) (0.6364) 
Age at Enrollment -0.05285 -0.09336 -0.03326 -0.08668 
 
(0.1109) (0.0864) (0.1117) (0.0837) 
Departments YES YES YES YES 
     Financial Aid (Fellowship Omitted) 
    Research Assistantship -1.97987+ 0.84478 -1.91567+ 0.91405 
 
(1.1263) (0.8367) (1.1359) (0.8152) 
Teaching Assistantship -2.2108 0.0389 -2.47282+ 0.01975 
 
(1.3676) (0.9554) (1.3833) (0.9334) 
Advisor Attitude Toward Dissertation Completion 
   Publish Dissertation 1.29083+ 0.95911+ 1.39320* 1.03146* 
 
(0.6950) (0.5080) (0.7006) (0.4943) 
Polish Dissertation -0.39226 0.31413 -0.40146 0.38583 
 
(0.7575) (0.4726) (0.7583) (0.4692) 
Finish Quickly 0.14927 -0.97170+ 0.13417 -0.92345 
  (0.7974) (0.5767) (0.7998) (0.5689) 
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Table 3.10 (Continued)         
          
Program Duration (6 years omitted) 
    4 years -0.89876 0.74294 -1.17031 0.90763 
 
(1.8801) (0.6865) (1.8931) (0.6736) 
5 years -0.86585 -0.08471 -0.94447 0.00036 
 
(0.6613) (0.4194) (0.6693) (0.4117) 
7 years -0.1563 -0.80761 -0.51788 -0.75869 
 
(1.0144) (0.6182) (1.0161) (0.6108) 
8 years or more -1.44169 -0.01256 -1.66287 -0.00748 
 
(1.3863) (0.7779) (1.3984) (0.7721) 
Frequency of Meetings (at least 2 times per month) 
   Proposal Stage -1.19118 0.06864 -1.32451 0.13838 
 
(0.8195) (0.5000) (0.8114) (0.4955) 
Research Stage 2.60554** 0.60067 2.48649* 0.52946 
 
(0.9745) (0.4801) (0.9817) (0.4744) 
Writing Stage -1.82707* -0.55768 -1.59939* -0.52939 
 
(0.7325) (0.4648) (0.7264) (0.4614) 
     Observations 95 241 96 245 
Pseudo R-squared 0.138 0.066 0.133 0.064 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
   Standard errors in parentheses 
    Departments and Missing Dummy Variables Not Shown 
   
Time to Degree 
 Conditional on completing the PhD, a female chair or at least one female faculty member 
on the dissertation committee does not significantly impact time to degree for either male or 
female PhDs.  Rather, the proportion of female faculty in the department at the time of entry 
reduces the number of years to completion for men and women; all else equal, each unit increase 
in the proportion of female faculty reduces time to degree by about 0.08 to 0.09 years (Table 
3.11).  The average time to degree for this sample is 5.95 years for women and 5.71 years for 
men (Table 3.7).  Advisor attitude and frequency of meetings also reduce time to degree.  
Among women, advisors who encourage finishing the dissertation quickly shorten the time to 
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degree by about 0.8 years while meeting with advisors at least 2 times per month during the 
proposal stage shortens program duration by about 0.6 years, all else equal.  Among men, 
advisors who encourage polishing the dissertation increase program duration by about 0.37 years 
and a unit increase in the proportion of research assistantships compared to fellowships lengthens 
program duration by about 0.48 years, everything else held constant.
12
 
Table 3.11         
Time To Degree  
    Ordinary Least Squares Regression 
              
  Model 1 Model 2 
  Women Men Women Men 
Female Chair 0.295 0.103 
  
 
(0.191) (0.168) 
  One Female Minor Member -0.167 0.0488 
  
 
(0.178) (0.135) 
  One Female Advisor 
  
0.102 0.0726 
   
(0.146) (0.114) 
Proportion of Female Faculty -0.0951+ -0.0816** -0.0932+ -0.0771* 
 
(0.0512) (0.0302) (0.0510) (0.0299) 
GRE Quantitative Score 0.000361 -0.00177 0.000187 -0.00160 
 
(0.00156) (0.00110) (0.00143) (0.00108) 
International -0.218 -0.219* -0.245 -0.206+ 
 
(0.188) (0.111) (0.187) (0.110) 
Non-white US Citizen 0.0616 0.311+ -0.00417 0.302+ 
 
(0.225) (0.177) (0.223) (0.175) 
Departments YES YES YES YES 
     Financial Aid (Fellowship Omitted) 
    Research Assistantship 0.437 0.479* 0.501 0.481* 
 
(0.323) (0.207) (0.322) (0.204) 
Teaching Assistantship -0.0497 0.349 -0.120 0.323 
  (0.375) (0.235) (0.364) (0.232) 
 
                                                 
12
 I also tested whether a critical mass of female faculty impacts time to degree using categorical 
variables indicating the number of female faculty (2, 3, 4, and 5 or more) with 1 as the omitted 
category.  Departments with 2, 4, and 5 or more female faculty compared to 1 female faculty 
tend to shorten program duration for both men and women PhDs. 
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Table 3.11 (Continued)         
          
Age at Enrollment (22 omitted) 
    21 years or younger 0.0270 0.402* 0.0793 0.411* 
 
(0.254) (0.197) (0.249) (0.197) 
23 years  -0.0291 0.0912 -0.00562 0.112 
 
(0.191) (0.125) (0.188) (0.123) 
24 years  -0.0984 -0.0414 -0.110 -0.0311 
 
(0.228) (0.148) (0.227) (0.148) 
25 years  0.802** 0.274 0.811** 0.286 
 
(0.300) (0.184) (0.301) (0.183) 
26 years -0.373 0.129 -0.408 0.142 
 
(0.384) (0.205) (0.383) (0.204) 
27 years -0.602 -0.121 -0.583 -0.106 
 
(0.421) (0.306) (0.424) (0.306) 
28 years or older 0.214 -0.122 0.317 -0.109 
 
(0.309) (0.189) (0.295) (0.185) 
Advisor Attitude Toward Dissertation Completion 
   Publish Dissertation 0.0323 0.0807 0.0645 0.0660 
 
(0.257) (0.191) (0.257) (0.188) 
Polish Dissertation 0.140 0.366* 0.155 0.372* 
 
(0.244) (0.179) (0.245) (0.179) 
Finish Quickly -0.848** 0.0410 -0.821** 0.0283 
 
(0.263) (0.200) (0.261) (0.198) 
Frequency of Meetings (at least 2 times per month) 
   Proposal Stage -0.628* 0.0842 -0.588* 0.0879 
 
(0.256) (0.186) (0.256) (0.185) 
Research Stage 0.475 -0.197 0.536+ -0.179 
 
(0.325) (0.178) (0.323) (0.177) 
Writing Stage -0.218 0.00307 -0.285 0.00000873 
 
(0.260) (0.170) (0.254) (0.170) 
     Constant 5.773*** 6.772*** 5.888*** 6.613*** 
 
(1.153) (0.872) (1.073) (0.852) 
          
Observations 166 491 170 498 
Adjusted R-squared 0.291 0.212 0.277 0.209 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
    Standard errors in parentheses 
    Departments and Missing Dummy Variables Not Shown 
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Academic Job Placement  
49% of female PhDs and 42% of male PhDs obtained post-doctoral or tenure-track 
faculty positions in four-year research institution within 6 months of receiving the doctorate 
(Table 3.7).  The gender of the faculty chair and the gender composition of the dissertation 
committee do not make a difference in the likelihood of placement in an academic position for 
either men or women.  Yet, it is not clear from the data whether the PhDs intended to pursue 
academic careers, if they applied for academic positions, or if they selected other types of 
employment.
13
   
Publications are positively associated with higher probability of obtaining a post-doctoral 
or tenure-track faculty position.  For men, an additional peer-reviewed journal article increases 
the probability of academic job placement by about 2 percentage points (p<0.10), all else equal.  
For women, each unit increase in publications during the PhD leads to about 4 percentage 
increase in the likelihood of obtaining an academic position, everything else held constant.   
All else equal, a unit increase in the GRE quantitative score leads to a 0.3 percentage 
point greater likelihood of securing academic employment for women.  Also, shorter program 
durations do not necessarily lead to academic employment for women.  Women who graduate in 
5 years, which is one year earlier than the mode of 6 years, are 19 or 22 percentage points less 
likely to accept an academic job (Table 3.12).   
Based on the estimates in Table 3.12, the proportion of female faculty does not impact 
academic employment probability.  Since departments explain 92% of the variation in the 
proportion of female faculty, I also present a model without controlling for departments.  When  
                                                 
13
 In general, the assumption is that doctoral students intend to pursue academic careers; 
although this may not necessarily be the case in engineering fields (Nerad in Ehrenberg & Kuh, 
2009; Golde & Dore, 2001). 
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Table 3.12         
Academic Job Placement Within 6 Months of PhD 
   Logit Regression Marginal Effects 
              
  Model 1 Model 2 
  Women Men Women Men 
FemaleChair 0.16144 0.01196 
  
 
(0.1350) (0.1150) 
  OneFemMinorMem -0.13671 -0.10129 
  
 
(0.1507) (0.0993) 
  OneFemAdvisor 
  
0.08225 -0.06365 
   
(0.1137) (0.0802) 
Proportion of Female Faculty -0.00931 -0.011 -0.01274 -0.00582 
 
(0.0493) (0.0220) (0.0489) (0.0219) 
GREQuant 0.00262* -0.00001 0.00272* 0.00006 
 
(0.0013) (0.0008) (0.0012) (0.0007) 
International 0.17503 -0.04243 0.15089 -0.06227 
 
(0.1153) (0.0748) (0.1160) (0.0736) 
NonWhiteUSCit 0.2267 -0.0917 0.12984 -0.12544 
 
(0.1679) (0.1063) (0.1604) (0.1050) 
Age -0.01011 0.0087 -0.00945 0.00401 
 
(0.0204) (0.0143) (0.0212) (0.0140) 
Publications 0.03616+ 0.01969+ 0.04262* 0.02030+ 
 
(0.0198) (0.0108) (0.0206) (0.0107) 
Departments YES YES YES YES 
Financial Aid (Fellowship Omitted) 
    Research Assistantship -0.11523 -0.15194 -0.09203 -0.0971 
 
(0.2146) (0.1396) (0.2114) (0.1382) 
Teaching Assistantship 0.12754 -0.08351 0.10155 -0.05315 
 
(0.2283) (0.1598) (0.2247) (0.1580) 
Program Duration (6 years omitted) 
    4 years -0.03827 0.04216 -0.02782 0.05942 
 
(0.3121) (0.1264) (0.3158) (0.1247) 
5 years -0.19540+ 0.01504 -0.22087* 0.00684 
 
(0.1136) (0.0727) (0.1110) (0.0718) 
7 years 0.16393 0.01354 0.1561 0.00457 
 
(0.1895) (0.1023) (0.1932) (0.1016) 
8 years or more -0.19194 -0.15094 -0.21905 -0.15386 
 
(0.2210) (0.1354) (0.2195) (0.1349) 
  
      
          
Observations 91 241 92 245 
Pseudo R-squared 0.266 0.119 0.257 0.115 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
    Standard error in parentheses 
    Departments and Missing Dummy Variables Not Shown 
   Academic job includes post-doctoral and tenure-track faculty positions at a four-year institution. 
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departments are omitted from the model, each unit increase in the proportion of female faculty 
leads to an increase of 1.7 percentage points in women’s likelihood of obtaining an academic 
position, ceteris paribus (Appendix D).  Again, the proportion of female faculty does not impact 
men’s academic job placement.  While these results are not conclusive, there is some indication 
that the gender composition of faculty may matter for female students’ academic job placement. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 For female doctoral students in STEM fields, gender matching with the dissertation chair 
does not impact or improve graduation probability, time to degree, or academic job placement.  
These results are generally consistent with previous research on gender matching by Hilmer and 
Hilmer (2007) and Neumark and Gardecki (1998), who find no difference by advisor gender on 
female economics students’ graduation probability or academic job placement.  The limited 
impact of gender matching on educational and employment outcomes is supported by the value 
threat model.  Since women are of numeric minority in STEM departments comprising only 
9.9% of the faculty and 26% of doctoral students and STEM is historically a male-dominated 
field, the value threat model predicts that female faculty will not be as likely to exhibit ingroup 
preference.  Therefore, given these results, it is possible that STEM female faculty do not 
provide female graduate students with preferential treatment based on fear of favoritism, 
collective, and/or competitive threat.  On the other hand, it is also plausible that the absence of an 
effect suggests that there is no difference between male and female advisors on important 
educational outcomes despite women’s historical association with lower categorical status in the 
sciences.   
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The proportion of female faculty positively affects women’s graduation probabilities and 
time to degree, and when department controls are omitted from the regression model, academic 
job placement.  Research on gender integration in large, private industry firms show that adding 
women in managerial roles improves the status of other women in the establishment and 
facilitates the inclusion of women and reduces the saliency of gender (Huffman, 2010).  
Likewise, a higher proportion of female faculty appears to improve student outcomes possibly 
through heightened visibility of positive demographically similar role models or an increased 
sense of belonging among female PhD students.  It is also plausible that informal mentoring 
relationships are quite important; according to Trower (2010), “informal relationships arise 
organically, and because they are not part of a formal process, they may feel more natural, closer, 
more trusting and honest, which may be especially important to women in STEM, who are often 
in a numerical minority in their departments.”  The importance of proportion of female faculty 
lends support to initiatives designed to increase the number of women in STEM departments; 
recruiting more women as tenure-track faculty in STEM departments at four-year research 
institutions fosters gender equity in the professoriate and can also improve student outcomes.   
Female students who are gender matched with dissertation chairs or at least one minor 
committee member tend to publish fewer articles.  According to Xie and Shauman (2003), it has 
been repeatedly documented that women publish at lower rates than men in the sciences and that 
“women are less likely than men to have the personal characteristics, structural positions, and 
facilitating resources that are conducive to publication” although these differences are waning 
over the years (p. 192).  Since male graduate students with one female minor member also 
publish fewer articles, differences in structural positions and facilitating resources between 
female and male faculty may help partially explain the gender matched female PhDs’ lower rates 
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of publication.  Additionally, female PhDs paired with tenured female faculty members are more 
likely to indicate that their dissertation chair encouraged them to polish their dissertation (rather 
than finish quickly or publish).  It is possible that female faculty tend to encourage their advisees 
to spend more time writing, and/or perhaps “perfecting,” journal articles leading to fewer 
publications.   
 Although student-advisor gender match does not positively impact women graduate 
students’ likelihood of completion, time to degree, publication rate, or early job placement, the 
results indicate that advisor attitude toward dissertation completion and positive advising 
practices in terms of frequency of meetings lead to better outcomes, regardless of advisor gender.  
A dissertation chair who encourages publishing dissertation research increases number of 
publications for both female and male doctorates, while meeting more often during the 
dissertation research stage leads to more than 2 additional peer-reviewed articles for women 
PhDs.  In regard to time to degree, female PhD students benefit from advisors who encourage 
finishing the dissertation quickly and who meet with them at least two or more times per month 
during the dissertation proposal stage.  Thus, positive advising practices may be more important 
than ascriptive processes or demographic similarity in STEM women’s educational and 
employment outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
 
HUMANITIES AND HUMANISTIC SOCIAL SCIENCES 
 
 
Since the positive effects predicted by social identity theory can be mediated by 
contextual factors, I also investigate the impact of faculty advisor-doctoral student gender match 
in Humanities and Humanistic Social Sciences (HHSS) departments as a comparison to STEM 
departments.  Across higher education institutions in the United States, women comprise 49.4% 
of faculty in the Humanities and 38.6% in the Social Sciences.  In contrast, only 8.2% of 
Engineering faculty are women (Humanities Indicators, 2008).  Given the greater proportion of 
female faculty in HHSS departments, biases and barriers ordinarily associated with STEM and 
other male dominated fields should be attenuated (Tolbert et al., 1995).  Women are less likely to 
be categorized as “lower status numeric minorities” in HHSS departments.  Consequently, HHSS 
female faculty should be less prone to value threat.  I therefore hypothesize that gender matching 
should positively impact HHSS female students’ educational and employment outcomes based 
on ingroup preference and social identity theory.  
In addition to bolstering the analyses on gender matching in STEM fields, examining 
HHSS data contributes to the ongoing dialogue on the low completion rates and lengthy time to 
degree prevalent in HHSS fields.  Based on the Council of Graduate Schools Program 
Completion and Attrition data (2007), the ten-year completion rate is 49.3% and 55.9% for 
Humanities and Social Sciences fields, respectively.  Meanwhile, Engineering fields have a 
63.6% and Life Sciences a 62.9% ten-year completion rate.  Moreover, the Humanities field also 
contends with lengthy time to degree among doctorates.  The median number of years to PhD 
completion in the Humanities is 9.3 compared to 7.8 for all fields (Humanities Indicators, 2009).  
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The comparatively low PhD completion rate and lengthy program duration in Humanities have 
attracted the interest of many educational researchers.  Most notably, Bowen and Rudenstine 
(1992, p.3) called attention to the “intrinsic importance” of understanding the mechanisms and 
outcomes of doctoral education, as “doctoral education is, after all, the apex of this country’s 
system of higher education in the arts and sciences.”  Beyond the intrinsic and incalculable value 
of understanding doctoral education programs, there are real consequences to high attrition rates 
for graduate students, doctoral programs, and higher education institutions in the form of time, 
effort, and financial investments.   
Previous research on doctoral education examined numerous sources of variation in 
student outcomes: differences in financial support, program size, department culture, selection 
and admission of students, curricular processes and procedures, program examinations and 
requirements, professionalization and socialization, program quality, and mentoring and advising 
(Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992; Ehrenberg et al., 2010; Golde & Dore, 2001).  Yet, there are 
limited studies on doctoral student-faculty advisor gender matching even though mentorship is a 
critical component of graduate study.  Thus, I evaluate same gender mentorship as a method for 
increasing graduation probabilities, shortening time to degree, and improving other educational 
and employment outcomes in HHSS departments.  In the process, I examine whether the impact 
of gender matching differs based on contextual factors such as organizational demography and 
climate. 
 
DATA 
 The Humanities and Humanistic Social Sciences data consist of administrative records 
and survey responses collected by the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation as part of the Graduate 
40 
 
Education Initiative (GEI).  The GEI was established in 1991 to help improve doctoral education 
in the humanities and social sciences by reducing student attrition and shortening time to degree.  
While other programs supporting doctoral education provided funding to individual students or 
to graduate schools, the Graduate Education Initiative focused on supporting departments.  In 
exchange for funding, departments were required to review all aspects of their program, 
including curricula, examinations, advising, requirements, and timetables, as well as to develop a 
plan to increase graduation rates and shorten time to degree.  Additionally, participating 
departments provided the Mellon Foundation with progress reports, departmental information, 
and student data (Ehrenberg et al., 2010).  The ensuing Graduate Education Survey (GES)
 14
 
includes information on respondents’ background, post-study employment, academic 
experiences, views on advising and departmental culture, experiences with teaching and research 
assistantships, and reasons for leaving the doctoral program.  The dataset also contains student 
characteristics, program duration, and financial aid information provided by departments 
participating in the Graduate Education Initiative. 
 Participating departments include: Anthropology, Art History, Classics, Comparative 
Literature, East Asian Studies, English, Ethics, History, Medieval Studies, Music, Philosophy, 
Politics/Government, Religion, and Romance Languages.  All of the departments are in highly 
ranked research institutions:  1. University of California, Berkeley, 2. University of Chicago, 3. 
Columbia University, 4. Cornell University, 5. Harvard University, 6. University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, 7. University of Pennsylvania, 8. Princeton University, 9. Stanford University, 10. 
Yale University, 11. University of California, Los Angeles, 12. University of California, San 
Diego, and 13. University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill.  Different combinations of 
                                                 
14
 See Appendix E for the GES.  For a more comprehensive treatment of the HHSS data, please 
see Ehrenberg et al., 2010, Educating Scholars. 
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departments engaged in the GEI at each institution; for example, Art History, Classics, 
Comparative Literature, English, and History participated at University of California, Berkeley, 
whereas English, History, Philosophy, and Politics/Government partnered with GEI at University 
of Chicago.   
 The retrospective Graduate Education Survey was conducted between November 2002 
and October 2003.  All students who entered one of the participating doctoral programs between 
1982 and 1996 received the survey.  Thus, the sample includes current students at the time of the 
survey, individuals who already earned the PhD, and individuals who withdrew from the 
programs.  13,552 out of 18,320 individuals completed the survey resulting in a relatively high 
response rate of 74%.
15
  As the following analyses encompass only respondents who completed 
the PhD or withdrew from the doctoral program, it is worth noting that 81.3% and 62.8% of the 
members of each of these respective groups completed the survey.  The lower response rate 
among leavers is due in part to the inability to locate 20% of the individuals in this group 
(Ehrenberg et al., 2010).  Additionally, given the focus of this dissertation is on the gender match 
between graduate student and faculty advisor, I include only individuals who disclose their 
advisor’s gender on the survey.  Individuals were asked for their advisor’s gender only if they 
have started the dissertation process in the same GEI department and institution where they 
entered.  Among those eligible to respond to this question, 99% provided an answer (9,308 out of 
9,381).  Of the 73 individuals who did not respond, 52 are women compared to 21 men.  Based 
on t-tests, there are no observable differences between responders and non-responders, except for 
                                                 
15
 Given the high response rate, the data is reasonably representative of the population of interest.  
The present dataset does not include information on non-respondents, so it is not possible to 
determine whether there are differences between survey respondents and non-respondents.  
Many of the non-respondents withdrew from the PhD program 15-20 years prior to the survey 
and could not be located (Ehrenberg et al., 2010).   
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the minor gender imbalance and a difference in GRE math scores.  Non-responders have a 
slightly higher average GRE math score by 29 points on a scale of 200 to 800 points with 10-
point increments.  Thus, bias arising from responders versus non-responders on the question of 
advisor gender is not of concern.   
The remaining sample size consists of 7,834 PhDs and withdrawn students; 47% are 
women and 53% men.
16
  Women are more likely to have a female advisor.  Among the PhDs, 
33% (1,091) of the women are matched with female advisors, whereas only 16% (590) of the 
men are paired with a female advisor.  Of the leavers/withdrawn students, 29% (112) of women 
are matched with a female advisor compared to 15% (61) of men are paired with a female 
advisor (Table 4.1).   
 
Table 4.1  
Description of Sample   
          
 
Female Phd Male PhD 
 
N % N % 
Male Advisor 2183 67% 3159 84% 
Female Advisor 1091 33% 590 16% 
Total 3274   3749   
          
 
Female Leaver Male Leaver 
 
N % N % 
Male Advisor 280 71% 358 85% 
Female Advisor 112 29% 61 15% 
Total 392   419   
 
 
                                                 
16
 I drop PhDs who complete the degree in 3 years or less, as it is likely that they may have 
rejoined the department after a leave of absence and their actual total program duration is 
unknown. 
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Gender Matching  
 Table 4.2 presents the logit regression estimates on the likelihood of matching with a 
female faculty advisor.  Consistent with role model, social identity, similarity-attraction, and 
social cognitive theories whereby individuals prefer demographically similar others (Bandura, 
1986; Gibson, 2004; Marx & Roman, 2002; Quimby, 2006; Tajfel & Turner, 1984), women 
doctoral students are more likely to match with women faculty advisors.  All else equal, 
compared to men, women are 12 percentage points more likely to match with women faculty.  
Additionally, a one unit increase in GRE Verbal score leads to a 0.024 percentage point increase 
in matching with a female faculty advisor, whereas a one unit increase in the GRE Math score 
leads to a 0.015 decrease in the likelihood of pairing with a female faculty advisor, everything 
else held constant.  Similar to the STEM results, older students are less likely to work with 
female faculty advisors.  Students married at the time of entry are also more likely to work with 
male faculty advisors. 
 When I analyze the likelihood of matching with female advisors separately by student 
gender, I find that GRE Verbal score still matters for both men and women, but GRE Math score 
matters only for women.  Also, men who are US citizens are 4.2 percentage points less likely to 
pair with female faculty advisors, while women who have a prior Master’s degree are 3.8 
percentage points less likely to match with women faculty, ceteris paribus.  In contrast to STEM 
where mother’s education plays a role in advisor selection/matching, father’s education matters 
among women students in HHSS.  A jump from a bachelor’s to a doctorate degree in father’s 
education level increases women’s likelihood of matching with male faculty by 5.3 percentage 
points.     
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Table 4.2       
Likelihood of Matching with a Female Advisor by Student Gender 
 Logit Regression Marginal Effects       
    
 
Full Sample Female Student Male Student 
    Female Student 0.12024*** 
  
 
(0.0093) 
  GRE Verbal Score 0.00024*** 0.00029** 0.00017* 
 
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
GRE Math Score -0.00015** -0.00031*** -0.00002 
 
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
US Citizen -0.02064 0.0076 -0.04221* 
 
(0.0182) (0.0304) (0.0213) 
Prior Master’s Degree -0.01583 -0.03817* 0.00523 
 
(0.0116) (0.0190) (0.0136) 
Age at Enrollment -0.00233* -0.00333* -0.00166 
 
(0.0011) (0.0017) (0.0014) 
African American 0.01185 0.00295 0.01633 
 
(0.0231) (0.0352) (0.0313) 
Native American -0.08749 -0.14425 -0.03667 
 
(0.0696) (0.1096) (0.0865) 
Asian American -0.02125 -0.04838 0.01405 
 
(0.0215) (0.0324) (0.0284) 
Hispanic -0.00401 -0.01821 0.01073 
 
(0.0226) (0.0381) (0.0259) 
Married at Matriculation -0.02718* -0.03893+ -0.01689 
 
(0.0126) (0.0202) (0.0156) 
Children at Matriculation 0.00195 -0.01533 0.01172 
 
(0.0200) (0.0329) (0.0238) 
% Female Students in Cohort -0.00537 0.02563 -0.03315 
  (0.0269) (0.0446) (0.0331) 
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Table 4.2 (Continued)       
    Father's Education (Bachelor's Degree Omitted Category) 
 Less than High School 0.02901 0.01522 0.03121 
 
(0.0231) (0.0390) (0.0271) 
High School Graduate 0.00028 -0.01681 0.01004 
 
(0.0189) (0.0315) (0.0224) 
Some College 0.0191 0.00915 0.02598 
 
(0.0177) (0.0285) (0.0220) 
Some Graduate School 0.01518 0.01331 0.01286 
 
(0.0235) (0.0363) (0.0309) 
Master’s Degree -0.00132 -0.0195 0.01269 
 
(0.0130) (0.0208) (0.0161) 
Doctoral Degree -0.03000* -0.05340* -0.00978 
 
(0.0152) (0.0242) (0.0191) 
    Mother's Education (Bachelor's Degree Omitted Category) 
 Less than High School -0.0219 -0.03015 -0.0187 
 
(0.0229) (0.0377) (0.0275) 
High School Graduate 0.00174 0.01664 -0.01448 
 
(0.0155) (0.0252) (0.0190) 
Some College -0.0072 -0.00717 -0.00973 
 
(0.0141) (0.0230) (0.0170) 
Some Graduate School 0.00085 0.00285 -0.00235 
 
(0.0191) (0.0300) (0.0243) 
Master’s Degree -0.00407 -0.00061 -0.00818 
 
(0.0125) (0.0198) (0.0156) 
Doctoral Degree 0.01252 0.01386 0.00658 
 
(0.0202) (0.0316) (0.0258) 
    Observations 9199 4374 4825 
Pseudo R-squared 0.088 0.062 0.067 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
  Sample includes Current Students, PhDs, and Leavers 
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Student Characteristics by Advisor Gender 
Table 4.3 summarizes respondent characteristics by student and faculty advisor gender.  
There is no statistical difference between female graduate students matched with female advisors 
and female graduate students paired with male advisors in terms of parental education and ethnic 
background.  Compared to women paired with male advisors, women matched with female PhD 
advisors have higher GRE verbal scores, lower GRE math scores, are more likely US citizens, 
are slightly younger, and are less likely to have a previous Master’s degree upon starting the PhD 
program.  Regardless, these differences are small or negligible despite statistical significance.  
To illustrate, the two groups differ by about 12 to 13 points on the GRE Verbal and GRE Math 
tests, which is scored on a 200 to 800 scale in 10-point increments.  There are 3.4% more U.S. 
citizens with female advisors while there are 4.4% more women with a previous Master degree 
working with male advisors.  And the two groups differ in age by only 4.8 months, but the mean 
age for both groups is 25 years old.  Male graduate students also do not differ in practice by 
advisor gender.  Male graduate students paired with female advisors scored, on average, 13 more 
points on their GRE verbal score than male graduate students matched with male advisors, but 
again, the difference is minimal given the scale and scoring rubric of the GRE test.  Also, among 
male students matched with male advisors, 88% are Caucasian; whereas among male students 
matched with female advisors, 85% are Caucasian.  Otherwise, the two groups do not differ 
statistically in the observed characteristics tested.   
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Table 4.3           
Summary Statistics  and T-tests of Students with Male and Female Advisors   
 
Female Students 
     
 
Male Advisor Female Advisor     
 
Mean Mean Difference T-stat 
GRE Verbal Score 673.5765 686.3859 -12.81*** -3.49 
GRE Math Score 618.497 606.3433 12.15** 2.96 
US Citizen .8748985 .9091667 -0.0343** -3.07 
Prior Master’s Degree .2678304 .2242798 0.0436* 2.56 
Age at Enrollment 25.9127 25.5122 0.401* 2.20 
Father's Education 4.982794 4.924497 0.0583 0.90 
Mother's Education 4.175941 4.215 -0.0391 -0.64 
Caucasian .8461538 .8434959 0.00266 0.19 
African American .0474961 .0609756 -0.0135 -1.55 
Native American .0056789 .004065 0.00161 0.58 
Asian American .0588539 .0558943 0.00296 0.32 
Hispanic .0418172 .0355691 0.00625 0.82 
Factors Indicated as Most Important In Selecting a Doctoral Program   
Faculty .2874564 .2796082 .0078483 .477383 
Program Reputation .4348555 .428815 .0060405 .341811 
Financial Aid .1947995 .2057502 -.0109508 -.7502004 
Location .1191111 .1146497 .0044614 .3761615 
Program Attributes .0358007 .0363815 -.0005808 -.0813847 
     Withdrawn Students 0.095792 0.0771881 0.0186038* 2.03 
     N 2,463 1,203     
% 67% 33%     
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Table 4.3 (Continued)         
 
Male Students 
     
 
Male Advisor Female Advisor     
 
Mean Mean Difference T-stat 
GRE Verbal Score 676.0135 688.9804 -12.97** (-2.85) 
GRE Math Score 655.0348 655.3137 -0.279 (-0.06) 
US Citizen .8514091 .8410494 0.0104 (0.68) 
Prior Master’s Degree .2810206 .2791128 0.00191 (0.09) 
Age at Enrollment 25.92216 25.58025 0.342 (1.75) 
Father's Education 4.785509 4.801242 -0.0157 (-0.19) 
Mother's Education 3.987966 4.058642 -0.0707 (-0.95) 
Caucasian .8789272 .8461538 0.0328* (2.03) 
African American .0333333 .0433925 -0.0101 (-1.13) 
Native American .0034483 .0059172 -0.00247 (-0.82) 
Asian American .0356322 .0453649 -0.00973 (-1.06) 
Hispanic .048659 .0591716 -0.0105 (-0.99) 
Factors Indicated as Most Important In Selecting a Doctoral Program   
Faculty .332023 .2968491 .0351739 1.693994 
Program Reputation .4478617 .4794953 -.0316335 -1.469551 
Financial Aid .1837488 .1933333 -.0095845 -.5550921 
Location .068615 .0702341 -.0016191 -.1432907 
Program Attributes .0342721 .0259259 .0083462 .9982683 
     Withdrawn Students 0.0889441 0.07625 0.0126941 1.164448 
     N 3,517 651     
% 84% 16%     
     Sample includes PhDs and  Withdrawn Students 
   * p<.05,  ** p<0.01,  *** p<0.001 
    
There appears to be no apparent ability difference between students who are matched 
with male advisors and students matched with female advisors that could potentially explain 
differences in outcomes.  Conversely, male and female faculty advisors do not differ in their 
access to students; neither male nor female faculty disproportionately matches with higher ability 
students.  Further, the students did not differ by advisor gender in their responses to the factors 
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that they consider most important when selecting a doctoral program, which suggests that the 
two groups may also be similar in some unobservable ways.  Table 4.3 includes the factors that 
the respondents considered important: opportunity to work with faculty, program (department 
and institution) reputation, financial package offered, school location, and program attributes 
(course requirements, scheduling flexibility, etc.).  43% of female students selected program 
reputation while 28% selected opportunity to work with faculty members as most important 
regardless of their advisor’s gender.  There is also no statistical difference between male students 
matched with male advisors and male students paired with female advisors in terms of reasons 
for selecting the doctoral program. 
 
METHODS 
 Below I describe the method of analysis for each outcome of interest: likelihood of 
completion, volume of publications, time to degree, and academic job placement within 6 
months of receiving the doctorate.  A general description of the explanatory and control 
variables, as well as a discussion on advisor attitudes toward dissertation completion and 
frequency of communications, follow. 
 
Likelihood of Completion 
 I estimate likelihood of completion using ordinary least squares (OLS) and logit 
regressions.  The logit model is better suited to dichotomous outcomes and the OLS model is 
presented for ease of interpretation.  The sample includes only PhDs and leavers/withdrawn 
students.  Current students are omitted from the analyses since it is not clear whether they will 
eventually complete or withdraw.  The analyses on probability of completion are conditional on 
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the student having started the dissertation process; students who withdraw before reaching 
candidacy are not in the sample since the GES only asks students who have started their 
dissertation for advisor’s gender.   
The explanatory variable “female advisor” is a dummy variable that is equal to 0 when 
the advisor is male and 1 when the advisor is female; “1” represents a gender match when the 
analysis is limited to female students.  Control variables include proportion of female graduate 
students in cohort, GRE verbal and math scores, United States citizenship, previous Master’s 
degree, age at enrollment, ethnicity, advisor’s tenure status, financial aid, parental education, 
marital status at entry, number of children at entry, department, institution, entry year, and 
dummy variables controlling for missing observations.  The regression equation is as follows: 
 
 Yi = α + βFemaleAdvisori + δXi + εi 
 
where Yi is the log (Pr (graduate)/Pr (withdraw)),  “FemaleAdvisor” is the explanatory 
variable indicating a gender match, and X is the vector for explanatory/control variables 
for the logit regression.  Yi  is a dummy variable for completion (0 = withdraw and 1 = 
complete) for the OLS regression. 
 
 To more thoroughly examine graduation probabilities, I also analyze attrition data by 
student and advisor gender.  I present the reasons leavers provide for withdrawing from their 
doctoral programs, and use t-tests to determine whether there are differences between men and 
women.  I repeat the t-tests by student gender to see if reasons vary between students advised by 
male advisors and students advised by female advisors.   
 
Publication Rate  
 Research productivity is measured as the number of sole or first author publications 
during the respondent’s PhD program.  Consistent with Ehrenberg et al. (2010), the outcome 
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variable is the total number of peer-reviewed journal articles and books published.  The 
publication data are self-reported, and are deemed accurate by Mellon Foundation staff, who 
checked a random sample of the reports against other sources (Ehrenberg et al., 2010).  The 
sample is limited to PhDs.   
I estimate the following equation using OLS and negative binomial regression:  
Yi = α + βFemaleAdvisori + δXi + εi  
where Yi is the log number of publications in negative binomial regression and number of 
publications in OLS, “FemaleAdvisor” is the explanatory variable indicating a gender 
match, and X is the vector for explanatory/control variables. 
 
Control variables include all of the variables described in the model for likelihood of completion 
with the addition of program duration, frequency of meetings/communications with advisor 
during the proposal and research/writing stage, and advisor’s attitude toward dissertation 
completion.  Advisor’s attitude toward dissertation completion varies from finish quickly, 
publish dissertation even if it delays completion, to polish the dissertation even if it delays the 
degree. 
 
Time to Degree 
 Conditional on graduating, I estimate the impact of gender match on time to degree using 
ordinary least squares regression.  I measure time to degree as the number of years that have 
elapsed from the year of entry to the year of completion.  The regression equation is as follows: 
Yi = α + βFemaleAdvisori + δXi + εi  
where Yi is the number of years to completion, “FemaleAdvisor” is the explanatory 
variable indicating a gender match, and X is the vector for explanatory/control variables. 
 
The control variables include all of those described in the research productivity model above 
with the inclusion of the continuous variable, volume of publications. 
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Job Placement  
The data do not provide information on career intentions prior to graduation, so it is not 
possible to differentiate between doctorates who purposefully select employment outside of 
academia versus those who are not offered a position after applying.  Nevertheless, previous 
studies indicate that the majority of humanities and social sciences doctoral students intend to 
become professors.  Using data from the Social Sciences PhDs – Five+ Years Out survey, Nerad 
(in Ehrenberg & Kuh, 2009) shows that 72% of Anthropology, 84% of History, and 76% of 
Political Science graduate students intend to become professors at the time of degree completion.  
Similarly, Golde and Dore (2001) find that 88.7% of Philosophy, 81.2% of History, 79.7% of 
English, and 72.7% of Art History graduate students consider faculty careers.   
 The outcome is placement in a tenure track faculty position at a research institution 
within 6 months of receiving the PhD.  I use the same control variables as in the time to degree 
model, and estimate the following equation using OLS and logit regression:  
 
Yi = α + βFemaleAdvisori + δXi + εi  
where Yi is the log (Pr (academic job)/Pr (other)), “FemaleAdvisor” is the explanatory 
variable indicating a gender match, and X is the vector for explanatory/control variables 
for the logit regression.  Yi is a dummy variable indicating job placement (0 = other, 1 = 
tenure track faculty) for the OLS regression. 
 
 
Description of Explanatory Variables  
 Female Advisor – Dummy variable indicating the gender of the advisor (0 = male and 1 = 
female). 
 % Female in Cohort – the proportion of female students in the individual’s cohort (by 
department, institution, and entry year). 
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 GRE Verbal Score – GRE Verbal score measured on a 200 to 800 scale with 10 point 
increments.  A GRE Verbal test score is required for admission to doctoral programs. 
 GRE Math Score – GRE Math score measured on a 200 to 800 scale with 10 point 
increments.  A GRE Math test score is required for admission to doctoral programs. 
 US Citizen – Binary variable indicating whether respondent is a US Citizen. 
 Prior Master’s Degree – Dummy variable indicating a Master’s degree prior to entering 
the PhD program. 
 Age at enrollment – Number of years indicating respondent’s age.17  
 Ethnicity – Categories include Caucasian, African American, Native American, or 
Hispanic.  Regressions omit Caucasian for comparison. 
 Advisor tenured – Dummy variable equivalent to “1” if advisor received tenure before or 
during the respondent’s PhD program; “0” otherwise. 
 Marital status – Binary variable indicating whether student was married upon entering 
PhD program (not shown in the result tables). 
 Number of children – Number of dependent children at the time of entry (not shown in 
the result tables). 
 Program Duration – The number of elapsed years between year of entry and year of 
departure (by withdrawing or completing the PhD). 
 Financial aid variables – Financial aid information come from administrative data 
provided by the departments.  Departments indicated whether students received 
teaching/research assistantship, fellowship, tuition aid, or no aid each program year.  
Since it is possible for students to receive multiple types of aid in a given year, the 
                                                 
17
 Age squared is not included because age and age squared are highly correlated at 0.99. 
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financial aid variables are measured as the number of teaching/research assistantships and 
the number of fellowships divided by program duration.  Departments combined teaching 
and research assistantships in one variable, so it is not possible to differentiate between 
the two.
18
 
 Publications – number of sole or first author books and peer-reviewed journals published 
during the doctoral program. 
 Advisor attitude toward dissertation completion – Includes four options: 1. Finish 
dissertation as quickly as possible, 2. Polish dissertation, even if it delays completing the 
degree, 3. Publish, even if it delays completing the degree, and 4. Advisor did not 
indicate a preference (omitted category). 
 Frequency of communications with advisor – Dummy variable equivalent to “1” if 
student communicated with advisor two or more times per month during the proposal and 
research/writing stage. 
 Parental education – measure of mother’s and father’s level of education using the 
following increments: less than high school, high school, some college/vocational school, 
bachelor’s, some graduate school, master’s or professional degree, or doctoral degree. 
 Department 
 Institution 
 Entry Year 
 
 
                                                 
18
 Self-reported data are available for number of terms served as a research assistant and number 
of terms served as a teaching assistant separately.  Results from analyses incorporating these 
variables did not differ substantially from models utilizing administrative financial aid data.   
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Advisor Attitudes and Frequency of Meetings/Communications 
Using logit regression, I estimate whether there is a difference in exhibiting particular 
attitudes toward dissertation completion or in frequency of meetings by advisor gender and 
tenure status.  I repeat the regression for male and female students and present the results in 
Tables 4.4 and 4.5.  Compared to tenured male faculty, tenured and untenured female faculty are 
more likely to encourage their female students to polish the dissertation, even if it delays the 
degree.  Tenured female faculty are also more likely than tenured male faculty to encourage male 
advisees to polish the dissertation.  In regard to frequency of meetings or communications during 
the different stages, tenured female faculty are more likely to meet with their female PhD 
students during the writing stage at least two times per month.  Untenured male faculty, however, 
are more likely to meet with female advisees during the proposal and research stages, in 
comparison to tenured male faculty advisors.  Moreover, untenured male faculty are also more 
likely to meet with male advisees at least two times per month during the dissertation writing 
stage. 
Table 4.4       
Advising Attitude Toward Dissertation Completion by Faculty Gender and Tenure Status 
(Omitted Category: Tenured Male Advisor) 
    Female PhD 
 
Finish Publish Polish, even 
 
Quickly 
 
if delay degree 
    Tenured Female Advisor -0.02481 -0.00063 0.05427** 
 
(0.0192) (0.0054) (0.0178) 
Untenured Female Advisor -0.05362 -0.01871 0.13637*** 
 
(0.0358) (0.0159) (0.0298) 
Untenured Male Advisor -0.03282 0.00939 0.05545 
 
(0.0396) (0.0087) (0.0345) 
    Observations 3208 2951 3208 
Pseudo R-squared 0.022 0.098 0.022 
56 
 
Table 4.4 (Continued)       
  Male PhD 
 
Finish Publish Polish, even 
 
Quickly 
 
if delay degree 
Tenured Female Advisor -0.02602 0.00376 0.04347* 
 
(0.0236) (0.0055) (0.0213) 
Untenured Female Advisor -0.03902 
 
0.03754 
 
(0.0490) 
 
(0.0432) 
Untenured Male Advisor -0.03416 -0.0135 0.01897 
 
(0.0352) (0.0138) (0.0316) 
Observations 3673 3278 3673 
Pseudo R-squared 0.019 0.061 0.022 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
   
Table 4.5       
Frequency of Meetings or Communications During Dissertation Stages 
 Binary Outcome = 1 if two or more meetings/communications per month and 0 if fewer 
(Omitted Category: Tenured Male Advisor) 
  
 
Female PhD 
Dissertation Stage Proposal Research Writing 
    Tenured Female Advisor -0.01702 0.01529 0.03320+ 
 
(0.0205) (0.0172) (0.0198) 
Untenured Female Advisor 0.05165 -0.00967 0.04222 
 
(0.0369) (0.0320) (0.0360) 
Untenured Male Advisor 0.07555+ 0.06561* 0.01483 
 
(0.0406) (0.0325) (0.0401) 
Observations 3155 3239 3239 
Pseudo R-squared 0.050 0.044 0.041 
 
Male PhD 
Dissertation Stage Proposal Research Writing 
    Tenured Female Advisor 0.00522 -0.01748 0.00153 
 
(0.0247) (0.0224) (0.0241) 
Untenured Female Advisor -0.05424 0.00861 -0.05724 
 
(0.0504) (0.0440) (0.0502) 
Untenured Male Advisor 0.05335 0.04936 0.07781* 
 
(0.0363) (0.0309) (0.0352) 
Observations 3623 3693 3693 
Pseudo R-squared 0.046 0.041 0.044 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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RESULTS 
 I present results in the sections that follow by outcome of interest.  Table 4.6 includes 
summary statistics for the outcomes of interest. 
 
Table 4.6          
Summary Statistics of Outcome Variables           
 
Female Students 
      
 
Mean 
Std. 
Dev.  Count  Min Max 
Proportion who graduated (cohorts before 1993) .8057533 .395676  3511  0 1 
Program Duration of Completers in years 7.844267 2.115268  3262  4 19 
Program Duration of Leavers in years 7.706633 3.831243  392  1 21 
Number of Publications during PhD program .6357759 1.328205  3248  0 14 
Tenure-track faculty at 4-year Institution .3526126 .4778619  3043  0 1 
      
 
Male Students 
      
 
Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Count Min Max 
Proportion who graduated (cohorts before 1993) .8290946 .3764741 3932 0 1 
Program Duration of Completers in years 7.54653 2.170401 3718 4 21 
Program Duration of Leavers in years 7.391408 3.747985 419 1 21 
Number of Publications during PhD program .8973805 1.655582 3703 0 14 
Tenure-track faculty at 4-year Institution .3379035 .473063 3501 0 1 
 
 
Likelihood of Completion 
Among students who entered between 1982 and 1993 and indicated their advisor’s 
gender on the survey, 80.6% of female students and 82.9% of male students graduated.
19
  33% of 
                                                 
19
 The full sample encompassing all students who entered PhD programs in participating 
departments/institutions between 1982 and 2002 includes 22,994 students.  (Note that the survey 
was given only to entering cohorts 1982-1996.)  “53 percent graduated, 45 percent left the 
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female doctorates were advised by female advisors and 67% by male advisors; while 16% of 
male doctorates had female advisors and 84% had male advisors (Table 4.1).  These percentages 
are roughly consistent with the percentages of male and female faculty of the sample 
departments.  While data on the number of male and female faculty by department and institution 
for the years between 1982 and 1996 were not collected, faculty distribution by gender was 
collected in 2005 from institutional websites.  In 2005, the mean percentage of full and associate 
male professors was 78% while the mean percentage of full and associate female professors was 
22%.   
 The regression results suggest that gender match positively impacts female graduate 
students’ likelihood of completion, but does not uniquely affect male graduate students.  Among 
female graduate students, a gender match with a female advisor increases the probability of 
graduating by 2 percentage points (p = 0.068), all else equal (Table 4.7).  Fellowship awards lead 
to better graduation probabilities for both men and women.  Everything else held constant, a unit 
increase in fellowship award over program duration increases the likelihood of completion by 
14.1 and 14.7 percentage points for women and men, respectively.  Fellowships certainly provide 
recipients with more time to focus on finishing their program requirements and dissertation, but 
it is also likely that fellowship review panels are fairly effective in selecting potential completers 
based on unobservables.  Otherwise, male and female graduate students differ in the factors that 
affect their probabilities of graduating.  Male graduate students, all else equal, are more likely to 
graduate by 2.6 percentage points if they enter the PhD program with a previous Master’s degree 
and by 4.8 percentage points if their advisor is tenured, ceteris paribus.  
 
                                                                                                                                                             
program, and 3 percent were still pursuing the PhD 17 years after entry.” (Ehrenberg et al., 2010, 
p. 98) 
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Table 4.7         
Likelihood of Completion         
 
OLS Logit Marginal Effects 
 
Women Men Women Men 
Female Advisor 0.0205+ 0.00672 0.02120+ 0.00531 
 
(0.0114) (0.0132) (0.0116) (0.0135) 
% Female in Cohort 0.0327 -0.00385 0.03589 -0.00141 
 
(0.0325) (0.0292) (0.0335) (0.0302) 
GRE Verbal Score -0.000127+ -0.0000153 -0.00015+ -0.00001 
 
(0.0000756) (0.0000689) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
GRE Math Score -0.0000129 -0.0000815 -0.00001 -0.00009 
 
(0.0000655) (0.0000604) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
US Citizen -0.0254 -0.0523** -0.03334 -0.06725** 
 
(0.0224) (0.0191) (0.0251) (0.0224) 
Prior Master’s Degree 0.0173 0.0255* 0.01847 0.02560* 
 
(0.0140) (0.0123) (0.0144) (0.0127) 
Age at Enrollment -0.000755 -0.00113 -0.00057 -0.00069 
 
(0.00126) (0.00126) (0.0011) (0.0012) 
African American -0.0201 0.0151 -0.02593 0.02126 
 
(0.0273) (0.0303) (0.0277) (0.0355) 
Native American 0.0155 -0.0941 0.02048 -0.0916 
 
(0.0805) (0.0873) (0.0973) (0.0697) 
Asian American -0.0522* -0.00211 -0.05019* -0.00362 
 
(0.0250) (0.0286) (0.0221) (0.0290) 
Hispanic 0.0204 -0.0123 0.02224 -0.01284 
 
(0.0302) (0.0251) (0.0338) (0.0236) 
Advisor Tenured 0.00358 0.0528** 0.00409 0.04801** 
 
(0.0168) (0.0169) (0.0167) (0.0149) 
Teaching/Research Assistantship -0.00174 0.00243 -0.00529 0.00292 
 
(0.0264) (0.0234) (0.0266) (0.0230) 
Fellowship 0.135*** 0.148*** 0.14097*** 0.14722*** 
 
(0.0235) (0.0199) (0.0242) (0.0207) 
Constant 0.917*** 0.912*** 
    (0.0771) (0.0713)     
     Observations 3666 4168 3662 4161 
Adjusted or Pseudo Rsquared 0.020 0.032 0.060 0.074 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
   Sample includes PhDs and  Withdrawn Students 
   Department, Institution, Cohort, Parental Education, Marital Status, Number of Children, and 
Missing Dummy Variables Not Shown 
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Attrition 
 Figures 1 and 2 summarize the distribution of time to attrition for male and female 
graduate students by advisor gender.  The average time to attrition for female students is 7.70 
years compared to 7.39 years for male students (Table 4.6).  This dataset, however, only includes 
students who have reached the dissertation stage or PhD candidacy, so the average time to 
attrition is longer than would be expected for a sample encompassing all entering students.   
The average time to attrition would be reduced if the full sample of withdrawn students, 
regardless of candidacy status, is considered given that 30% of attritors leave their programs 
within the first year and 69% of all attritors withdraw within the first four years (Ehrenberg et al., 
2010).  Based on a t-test, female students with male advisors are more likely to drop out than 
female students with female advisors; 9.6% of female students with male advisors dropped out 
versus 7.7% of female students with female advisors (Table 4.3).  Meanwhile, advisor gender 
does not appear to impact men’s attrition rate.   
Students who withdraw from their programs indicate their reason for leaving (Tables 4.8 
and 4.9).  Male students do not differ in their reasons for withdrawing by advisor gender.  
Women, however, are more likely to cite “unsatisfactory academic performance” as a reason for 
withdrawing when advised by a male faculty advisor (Table 4.8).  24 out of 331 women advised 
by male faculty leave the program due to poor academic performance compared to 2 out of 132 
women advised by female faculty generating a difference of 5.74%. 
Men and women, regardless of their advisor’s gender, differ in the reasons that they 
indicate for leaving the PhD (Table 4.9).  Among students who have already started the 
dissertation or reached candidacy, men are more likely to indicate job opportunities elsewhere, 
whereas women are more likely to indicate family or personal reasons, advisor or supervisor  
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Figure 1: Female Students' Distribution of Time to Attrition by Advisor Gender 
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Figure 2: Male Students' Distribution of Time to Attrition by Advisor Gender 
Male Advisor Female Advisor
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Table 4.8         
Differences in Reasons for Withdrawing by Advisor Gender (T-tests) 
  (Note: Difference = Male Advisor Mean - Female Advisor Mean)       
     
 
Male Students Female Students 
  Difference T-stat Difference T-stat 
Achieve career goals without PhD -0.0584 (-0.93) 0.0106 (0.20) 
Family/personal reasons -0.0252 (-0.41) 0.00434 (0.09) 
Changed career plans -0.0492 (-0.79) 0.0734 (1.44) 
Health problems 0.0195 (0.45) 0.0165 (0.42) 
Lost interest -0.106 (-1.81) 0.0462 (0.99) 
Good job opportunity elsewhere 0.0245 (0.39) 0.0102 (0.20) 
Inadequate financial support -0.0128 (-0.21) 0.0224 (0.44) 
Advisor left program 0.00685 (0.16) 0.0232 (0.55) 
Inadequate advising 0.0651 (1.05) 0.0248 (0.51) 
Department lacked expertise in area of interest -0.0300 (-0.55) 0.0283 (0.59) 
Dissatisfied with department/program 0.0409 (0.65) -0.0108 (-0.21) 
Exceeded time limit for enrollment -0.0347 (-0.71) 0.00967 (0.24) 
Unsatisfactory academic performance -0.0155 (-0.55) 0.0574* (2.43) 
Unsatisfactory progress on dissertation 0.0274 (0.44) 0.0468 (0.91) 
Department politics/competitive environment 0 (0.00) -0.0628 (-0.60) 
Lack of job prospects in field -0.150 (-1.16) 0.0308 (0.40) 
Transferred to a different program 0.0500 (0.72) -0.0554 (-0.94) 
Sexism, racism, sexual harassment 0.0167 (0.41) 0.0172 (0.69) 
     Table 4.9         
Differences in Reasons for Withdrawing by Student Gender 
   (Note: Difference = Male Student Mean - Female Student Mean)       
     
 
Started dissertation Did not start dissertation 
  Difference T-stat Difference T-stat 
Achieve career goals without PhD -0.0183 (-0.56) 0.0260 (1.34) 
Family/personal reasons -0.0966** (-3.19) -0.0280 (-1.48) 
Changed career plans -0.00293 (-0.09) 0.0322 (1.74) 
Health problems -0.0355 (-1.53) -0.0396** (-3.13) 
Lost interest -0.0325 (-1.09) 0.00252 (0.14) 
Good job opportunity elsewhere 0.0766* (2.42) 0.0425* (2.46) 
Inadequate financial support 0.00985 (0.31) 0.0235 (1.23) 
Advisor left program -0.0743** (-3.04) 0.0191 (1.55) 
Inadequate advising -0.101** (-3.26) -0.146*** (-7.80) 
Department lacked expertise in area of interest -0.0687* (-2.36) -0.0326 (-1.79) 
Dissatisfied with department/program -0.0950** (-2.97) -0.0836*** (-4.58) 
Exceeded time limit for enrollment -0.00493 (-0.20) 0.00955 (1.56) 
Unsatisfactory academic performance -0.00269 (-0.18) 0.0465** (3.10) 
Unsatisfactory progress on dissertation 0.0100 (0.31) 0.0201 (1.72) 
Department politics/competitive environment -0.0791 (-1.14) 0.00166 (0.05) 
Lack of job prospects in field 0.0435 (0.76) -0.0216 (-0.87) 
Transferred to a different program -0.0269 (-0.71) 0.0416 (1.39) 
Sexism, racism, sexual harassment 0.00266 (0.15) -0.0288 (-1.74) 
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leaving, inadequate advising, lack of expertise in area of interest, and dissatisfaction with 
program as reasons for leaving.  There are also differences among early leavers, students who 
withdraw before reaching the dissertation or candidacy stage.  Women are more likely to indicate 
health problems, inadequate advising, and dissatisfaction with the program as reasons for 
leaving.  Men, on the other hand, are more likely to cite unsatisfactory academic performance for 
leaving their program.  Taken together, this suggests that advising experiences may be more 
important to women than men, and can be a critical factor in determining women’s persistence or 
likelihood of completion. 
  
 
Publication Rate 
          Gender match does not affect publication rates of men and women PhDs (Table 4.10).  
Rather, advisor attitudes toward dissertation completion and frequency of communications 
impact publication rates.  Female respondents whose advisors encourage them to finish quickly 
publish 0.12 fewer articles or books while those with advisors who encourage publishing the 
dissertations publish 0.40 units more, all else equal.  Likewise, male respondents whose advisors 
encourage them to publish produce 0.61 units more of books and journal articles.  
Communicating with dissertation advisors more frequently also helps male PhDs’ publication 
rates; communicating at least two or more times per month during the proposal stage leads to 
0.12 units more of publications while communicating frequently during the research/writing 
stage increases publications by 0.15 units, ceteris paribus.  The impact of advisor attitude and 
frequency of communications is not trivial given that the mean number of publications for 
women is 0.64 units with a standard deviation of 1.33, while the mean for men is 0.90 units with 
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a standard deviation of 1.66.  These results provide evidence that positive mentorship practices 
can be more important than ascriptive processes in student research productivity.   
 
Table 4.10   
Volume of Publications during the PhD program        
 
        
  OLS NBReg 
  Women Men Women Men 
     Female Advisor -0.0300 0.0190 -0.04236 0.0304 
 
(0.0516) (0.0765) (0.0472) (0.0705) 
Proportion Female Students in Cohort 0.0787 0.0192 0.04679 0.02029 
 
(0.146) (0.169) (0.1316) (0.1588) 
GRE Verbal Score 0.0000648 -0.000662+ 0.00012 -0.00072+ 
 
(0.000343) (0.000400) (0.0003) (0.0004) 
GRE Math Score 0.00000966 -0.000304 -0.00002 -0.00035 
 
(0.000299) (0.000352) (0.0003) (0.0003) 
US Citizen -0.110 -0.0911 -0.07364 -0.08094 
 
(0.100) (0.110) (0.0897) (0.1048) 
Prior Master’s Degree 0.0380 0.169* 0.04015 0.17970** 
 
(0.0638) (0.0730) (0.0576) (0.0669) 
Age at Enrollment 0.00178 0.0130+ 0.00341 0.00972 
 
(0.00582) (0.00753) (0.0052) (0.0070) 
African American -0.337** -0.710*** -0.46345*** -1.00357*** 
 
(0.124) (0.172) (0.1369) (0.2020) 
Native American -0.101 -0.102 0.0583 -0.03078 
 
(0.355) (0.526) (0.3267) (0.4686) 
Asian American -0.164 -0.173 -0.13959 -0.17523 
 
(0.115) (0.165) (0.1119) (0.1602) 
Hispanic -0.249+ -0.308* -0.32428* -0.38948** 
 
(0.135) (0.147) (0.1390) (0.1475) 
Advisor Tenured 0.0441 0.0975 0.01792 0.11102 
 
(0.0760) (0.101) (0.0731) (0.0973) 
Finish Dissertation Quickly -0.120* -0.0882 -0.12057* -0.09478 
 
(0.0558) (0.0650) (0.0524) (0.0616) 
Publish Dissertation 0.527** 0.980*** 0.40388* 0.61325** 
 
(0.199) (0.249) (0.1575) (0.2067) 
Polish Dissertation -0.0338 -0.0305 -0.03576 -0.01041 
 
(0.0598) (0.0695) (0.0552) (0.0652) 
Meet During Proposal Stage 0.0320 0.101 0.0374 0.11755+ 
 
(0.0531) (0.0640) (0.0495) (0.0602) 
Meet During Research/Writing Stage 0.0264 0.173* -0.00251 0.15414* 
 
(0.0618) (0.0706) (0.0577) (0.0654) 
Teaching/Research Assistantship -0.213+ -0.260+ -0.21302+ -0.32815* 
 
(0.122) (0.141) (0.1127) (0.1335) 
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Table 4.10 (Continued)     
     
Fellowship 0.111 0.367** 0.07194 0.36375** 
 
(0.113) (0.125) (0.1058) (0.1179) 
Constant 0.901* 0.930* 
  
 
(0.356) (0.428) 
            
Observations 3248 3703 3248 3703 
Adjusted or Pseudo R-squared 0.043 0.039 0.039 0.028 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
    Sample includes only PhDs 
    Not Shown: Department, Institution, Cohort, Parental Education, Marital Status,  
 Number of Children, Program Duration, and Missing Dummy Variables 
   
 
Time to Degree 
The average time to degree for women is 7.83 years compared to 7.51 years for men 
(Table 4.6).  The mode is the same for both male and female doctorates; 24% of each group 
completed their programs in year 7.  Figures 3 and 4 show the distribution of time to degree by 
student and advisor gender.  Students who graduate in years 4 and 5 tend to be advised by male 
advisors while students who graduate in years 6 and after tend to be advised by female advisors.   
Gender match does not impact time to degree for either male or female PhDs (Table 
4.11).  As with research productivity, advisor attitude toward dissertation completion and 
frequency of communications affect time to degree.  Advisors who encourage female students to 
finish quickly shorten time to degree by 0.152 years, all else equal.  On the other hand, advisors 
who encourage female and male students to polish their dissertations, lengthen time to degree by 
0.352 and 0.302 years, respectively.  For each percentage increase in proportion of female 
students in the entering cohort, women’s program duration lengthens by 0.005 years (~2 days), 
but men’s program duration shortens by 0.00860 years (~3 days).  As expected, financial aid in 
the form of teaching/research assistantships and fellowships decrease time to degree; fellowships 
have a larger effect as it allows students more time to focus on the dissertation.   
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Figure 3: Female Students' Distribution of Time to Degree by Advisor Gender 
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Figure 4: Male Students' Distribution of Time to Degree by Advisor Gender 
Male Advisor Female Advisor
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Table 4.11     
Time to Degree (OLS)     
  Women Men 
Female Advisor 0.0388 0.0215 
 
(0.0708) (0.0885) 
Number of Publications -0.0240 -0.0563** 
 
(0.0247) (0.0195) 
% of Female Students in Cohort 0.00494* -0.00860*** 
 
(0.200) (0.195) 
GRE Verbal Score 0.000499 0.000407 
 
(0.000470) (0.000462) 
GRE Math Score -0.000564 -0.000790+ 
 
(0.000411) (0.000407) 
US Citizen 0.334* 0.401** 
 
(0.137) (0.127) 
Prior Master’s Degree -0.355*** -0.572*** 
 
(0.0869) (0.0835) 
Age at Enrollment -0.0104 -0.00265 
 
(0.00796) (0.00870) 
African American 0.446** 0.0946 
 
(0.170) (0.200) 
Native American 0.119 0.980 
 
(0.488) (0.609) 
Asian American 0.164 0.569** 
 
(0.159) (0.191) 
Hispanic 0.318+ 0.426* 
 
(0.185) (0.170) 
Advisor Tenured 0.0327 -0.0663 
 
(0.104) (0.117) 
Finish Dissertation Quickly -0.152* -0.0601 
 
(0.0765) (0.0751) 
Publish Dissertation 0.160 -0.0448 
 
(0.271) (0.289) 
Polish Dissertation 0.352*** 0.302*** 
 
(0.0816) (0.0800) 
Meet During Proposal Stage -0.220** -0.247*** 
 
(0.0727) (0.0739) 
Meet During Research/Writing Stage -0.504*** -0.369*** 
 
(0.0842) (0.0814) 
Teaching/Research Assistantship -1.035*** -1.000*** 
 
(0.167) (0.162) 
Fellowship -2.402*** -2.411*** 
 
(0.149) (0.138) 
Constant 8.662*** 9.430*** 
 
(0.485) (0.491) 
Observations 3262 3718 
Adjusted or Pseudo Rsquared 0.285 0.249 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 Sample includes only PhDs  
Dept, Inst, Cohort, Parent Educ, Marital, Children, Program Duration, and Missing Dummies Not Shown 
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Early Job Placement  
(Tenure-track faculty position at a research institution within 6 months of the PhD) 
 35.26% of female PhDs and 33.79% of male PhDs who provide their post-graduate 
employment history obtained a tenure-track faculty position at a four-year research institution 
(Table 4.6).  The likelihood of obtaining a tenure-track faculty position is not determined by a 
gender match for female or male students (Table 4.12
20
).  All else equal, each additional 
publication during the PhD program improves the likelihood of obtaining a tenure track faculty 
position by about 2.6 percentage points for women and 1.4 percentage points for men.  African 
American, Native American, Asian American, and Hispanic doctorates, regardless of gender, are 
more likely than Caucasian doctorates to obtain tenure-track faculty positions, as are students 
with more fellowship awards.   
Among female students, those who report that their advisors encouraged them to finish 
their dissertation quickly are 7.85 percentage points more likely to secure tenure-track faculty 
positions, but this may be a reflection of advisors encouraging their advisees to meet job offer 
conditions.  Additionally, advisors who encourage polishing dissertations increase the likelihood 
of placement by 3.98 percentage points (p <0.10), ceteris paribus.  Among male students, 
entering the PhD program with a previous Master’s degree increases the likelihood of obtaining a 
tenure-track faculty position by 5.8 percentage points, whereas each year increase in age 
decreases the probability by 0.48 percentage points, everything else held constant.      
 
 
 
                                                 
20
 Not Shown in Table 4.12: Department, Institution, Cohort, Parental Education, Marital Status, Number of 
Children, Program Duration, and Missing Dummy Variables  
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Table 4.12         
Likelihood of Obtaining a Tenure-Track Faculty Position at a Research Institution Within 6 Months 
  OLS Logit Marginal Effect 
  Women Men Women Men 
Female Advisor 0.00642 -0.00677 0.00747 -0.00685 
 
(0.0188) (0.0224) (0.0185) (0.0222) 
Number of Publications 0.0268*** 0.0142** 0.02600*** 0.01407** 
 
(0.00655) (0.00489) (0.0063) (0.0047) 
% Female Students in Cohort 0.00312 0.0115 0.01033 0.01586 
 
(0.0528) (0.0492) (0.0526) (0.0492) 
GRE Verbal Score -0.0000606 0.0000477 -0.00006 0.00004 
 
(0.000126) (0.000116) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
GRE Math Score 0.000289** 0.0000778 0.00028* 0.00008 
 
(0.000110) (0.000103) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
US Citizen -0.0954* 0.00356 -0.09045* 0.0041 
 
(0.0370) (0.0326) (0.0363) (0.0323) 
Prior Master’s Degree 0.0232 0.0592** 0.02259 0.05805** 
 
(0.0234) (0.0214) (0.0228) (0.0207) 
Age at Enrollment -0.000480 -0.00460* -0.00072 -0.00477* 
 
(0.00211) (0.00221) (0.0022) (0.0023) 
African American 0.239*** 0.256*** 0.22349*** 0.23714*** 
 
(0.0455) (0.0500) (0.0428) (0.0470) 
Native American 0.346** 0.512*** 0.33499** 0.55690*** 
 
(0.126) (0.149) (0.1174) (0.1634) 
Asian American 0.131** 0.0962* 0.12631** 0.09279* 
 
(0.0432) (0.0481) (0.0407) (0.0451) 
Hispanic 0.195*** 0.181*** 0.18747*** 0.17308*** 
 
(0.0500) (0.0426) (0.0468) (0.0399) 
Advisor Tenured 0.0411 -0.0281 0.04521 -0.0288 
 
(0.0277) (0.0296) (0.0286) (0.0293) 
Finish Dissertation Quickly 0.0800*** 0.0283 0.07854*** 0.0272 
 
(0.0203) (0.0189) (0.0197) (0.0185) 
Publish Dissertation 0.0371 0.0736 0.03026 0.07295 
 
(0.0713) (0.0716) (0.0736) (0.0678) 
Polish Dissertation 0.0404+ 0.0200 0.03981+ 0.01924 
 
(0.0219) (0.0202) (0.0217) (0.0200) 
Meet Proposal Stage 0.00721 0.00715 0.0088 0.00656 
 
(0.0194) (0.0186) (0.0192) (0.0184) 
Meet Research/Writing Stage -0.0117 0.0227 -0.01256 0.0241 
 
(0.0224) (0.0205) (0.0222) (0.0202) 
Teaching/Research Assistantship 0.0504 0.00868 0.05761 0.00889 
 
(0.0448) (0.0407) (0.0446) (0.0405) 
Fellowship 0.181*** 0.105** 0.17795*** 0.10207** 
 
(0.0411) (0.0363) (0.0400) (0.0356) 
Constant 0.112 0.317* 
  
 
(0.131) (0.124) 
  Observations 3043 3501 3043 3501 
Adjusted or Pseudo R-squared 0.078 0.059 0.087 0.070 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Sample includes only PhDs  
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DISCUSSION 
 Humanities departments are often marked by relatively low completion rates and lengthy 
program duration.  Here I present evidence supporting gender matching as a potential method for 
improving graduation probabilities among women in HHSS departments.  Female students 
advised by female faculty are more likely to graduate, whereas advisor gender does not impact 
male students’ graduation probabilities.  Compared to STEM departments, HHSS departments 
are better integrated along gender lines.  Women faculty are more normalized and do not tend to 
be deemed of lower categorical status.  Hence, value threat is less likely to occur, and 
demographically similar individuals may be more likely to help or facilitate each other’s success. 
Consistent with ingroup bias and social identity theories, gender matching can lead to improved 
outcomes such as greater likelihood of PhD completion.   
 Based on an examination of withdrawn students, I also find support for the importance of 
advising in increasing graduation probabilities among women in HHSS departments.  Women 
are more likely than men to cite issues with advising as reasons for leaving the PhD program.  
Moreover, t-tests show that there is a difference in attrition rates between women advised by 
male faculty and women advised by female faculty; a lower percentage of women advised by 
women drop out of the PhD program.    
 Advisor gender does not impact time to degree, research productivity, or initial job 
placement for both men and women.  Rather, advisor attitude toward dissertation completion and 
frequency of communications influence educational and employment outcomes suggesting that 
positive advising practices may be more important than ascriptive processes in improving student 
outcomes.  Regardless of gender, advisors who encourage publishing the dissertation lead to 
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increased student publications, while advisors who meet more frequently with advisees during 
the dissertation proposal and research/writing stages reduce time to degree.   
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
 
The impetus for this research is to evaluate the efficacy of doctoral student-faculty 
advisor gender match on student educational and employment outcomes to address the 
underrepresentation of women in tenure-track faculty positions and the relatively low proportion 
of women doctorates in STEM fields.  While ingroup bias and social identity theories predict 
positive outcomes for demographically similar individuals, I find that the gender of the 
dissertation chair does not influence likelihood of degree completion, time to degree, or 
placement in a tenure-track faculty position within 6 months of graduation for female graduate 
students.  Likewise, working with at least one female faculty minor member on the dissertation 
committee does not improve graduation probabilities, time to degree, or job placement.  It is 
possible that the predicted positive benefits afforded by same gender mentoring may be 
mitigated by value threat since female faculty are of numeric minority in the STEM departments 
analyzed.  The findings are consistent with the value threat model where individuals of “lower 
categorical status, numeric minority in a high-prestige work group” (Duguid et al., 2010) are less 
likely to facilitate success for other similar individuals in the group suggesting that 
organizational demography or numeric representation of women may play an important role in 
student outcomes.  In contrast, HHSS departments where women are relatively well represented, 
advisor gender match positively impacts female doctoral students’ likelihood of degree 
completion.  Women faculty in HHSS departments may be more comfortable exhibiting ingroup 
preference since collective threat, favoritism threat, and competitive threat are not as salient. 
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The importance of equitable numeric representation of women is also evident in the 
finding that the higher the proportion of female faculty (controlling for department, cohort year, 
and other student characteristics), the more likely female STEM doctoral students will be to 
complete the PhD.  Furthermore, among women STEM doctorates, higher proportions of female 
faculty lead to shorter program duration.  These findings lend support to initiatives designed to 
increase the number of female faculty in STEM departments as a means of fostering gender 
equity and improved student outcomes.  Research on large, private industry firms indicate that 
increasing women in managerial or high status roles improves the status of other women in the 
establishment, facilitates gender integration, and reduces the saliency of gender (Huffman, 
2010).  A similar phenomenon may be occurring in the academic setting where increased female 
representation counteracts potential chilly environments and allows female doctoral students to 
develop a greater sense of belonging from the higher visibility of same gender role models.   
  While I do not find support for improved outcomes based on advisor gender match, I 
show that advisor attitude toward dissertation completion and the frequency of 
meetings/communications impact student publication rates, time to degree, and job placement.  
Among female STEM PhDs, frequent meetings during the dissertation proposal stage and 
advisors who encourage finishing the dissertation quickly reduces time to degree.  As can be 
expected, advisors who encourage publication lead to more refereed journal publications for the 
student.  The effect of advisor attitude and frequency of meetings are also similar for women 
HHSS doctorates suggesting that advisor practices and attitudes may be more important than 
ascriptive processes in improving educational and employment outcomes. 
  My dissertation research provides support for increased representation of female faculty 
in STEM departments to facilitate gender parity and integration, improve female student 
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educational outcomes, and increase the number of female STEM doctorates.  Potential directions 
for future research include investigating the causes for student attrition from doctoral programs, 
interviewing faculty advisor-doctoral student dyads to determine whether there are differences in 
how faculty guide or mentor students based on gender, and exploring women doctorates’ career 
choices.  The NRC (2009) finds that women doctorates are less likely than their male 
counterparts to apply for tenure-track faculty positions.  Thus, are women doctorates from 
departments with higher proportions of female faculty more likely to apply for tenure-track 
position than women from less gender-integrated departments?    
 
Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
You are invited to participate in a research study investigating whether the gender of a doctoral student's 
faculty advisor matters in the student's doctoral experience, publication rate, career aspirations, and early 
job placement. We are asking you to participate because you are currently a doctoral student at Cornell 
University in a Science, Engineering, or Mathematics field. Your participation is entirely voluntary, and every 
effort will be made to keep your responses secure and confidential.  
What we will ask you to do: If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to complete an online survey, 
which will take only 10-15 minutes.  
Risks and Benefits: There are no anticipated risks to you beyond what is encountered in day-to-day life. 
The Cornell Survey Research Institute, which is administering this survey, uses state-of-the-art of 
technology to ensure security and confidentiality. However, with any online transmission, there is possibility 
that responses could be read by a third party. The responses you provide will benefit current and future 
doctoral students, as the findings will be used to inform policy decisions at higher education institutions to 
improve the doctoral education experience and to increase completion rates, as well as to encourage more 
women in Science and Engineering fields to pursue academic careers.  
Your answers will be confidential: The records of this study will be kept private and will be secured by the 
Cornell Restricted Access Data Center. In any sort of report we make public we will not include any 
information that will make it possible to identify you.  
Taking part is voluntary: You may skip any questions that you do not want to answer. If you decide to skip 
some of the questions or decide not to take part in the study, it will not affect your current or future 
relationship with Cornell University.  
If you have any questions: Please e-mail surveyresearch1@cornell.edu. The researchers conducting this 
survey are Joyce Main and Professor Ronald G. Ehrenberg.  
[SRI Note: If consent is given then start survey, otherwise ask respondent to confirm that they are declining consent]
[consent] Please indicate below if you have read the above information and consent to take part in the study.
Introduction
Yes, I have read the above information and consent to take part in the study. nmlkji
No, I do not wish to participate. nmlkj
Next
Finish Later
APPENDIX A
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Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
The following questions pertain to your dissertation committee chair (your primary advisor). 
[q1a] Dissertation Committee Chair - Gender:
[q1b] Dissertation Committee Chair - Tenure Status:
I selected my Dissertation Chair because he or she:
[q3] Which of the following statements best characterizes your dissertation chair's attitude toward finishing 
the dissertation/completing the degree?
Section A: Dissertation Chair
Female Male
Not Tenured 
Tenured 
Became Tenured while I was a graduate student 
Not at all 
Minor
reason 
Major
reason 
[q2a_a] Is doing interesting research. 
[q2a_b] Has a reputation for being a good researcher. 
[q2a_c] Has a reputation for being a good classroom instructor. 
[q2a_d] Has a reputation for being a good dissertation advisor. 
[q2a_e] Is knowledgeable in the techniques and methods that I want(ed) to learn. 
[q2a_f] Fosters a working environment that I like. 
[q2a_g] Makes me feel comfortable. 
[q2a_h] Has a good reputation for placing his or her students in academic positions. 
[q2a_i] Was assigned to me. 
Finish as quickly as possible 
Polish the dissertation, even if it delays completing the degree 
Publish, even if it delays completing the degree 
Advisor did not indicate a preference 
Previous Next
Finish Later
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Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
Indicate the extent that each statement describes the behavior of your dissertation chair.
How often have you met with your dissertation chair during the following phases:
Section A: Dissertation Chair (continued)
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly
Agree 
Does not 
apply 
[q15a] Is available to me when I need help with my research. 
[q15b] Helps connect me with other professionals in my field. 
[q15c] Assists me in writing presentations or publications. 
[q15d] Helps me with skills and techniques for teaching 
undergraduates. 
[q15e] Provides emotional support when I need it. 
Weekly or 
more often 
2 to 3 
times a 
month 
Once a 
month 
Once 
every 2 to 
3 months 
Less than 
once 
every 3 
months 
Does not 
apply 
[q16a] while preparing your dissertation proposal 
or prospectus 
[q16b] while researching or analyzing data for your 
dissertation 
[q16c] while writing your dissertation (including the 
end stage of your dissertation writing) 
Previous Next
Finish Later
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Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.
[q18]How satisfied do you think your dissertation chair is with being a faculty member at Cornell?
Section A: Dissertation Chair (continued)
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly
Agree 
[q17a] I currently have the dissertation chair I want. 
[q17b] I am satisfied with the amount of time I spend with my dissertation 
chair. 
[q17c] My dissertation chair provides me with the guidance that I need. 
Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied
Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied
Somewhat 
satisfied Very satisfied Don't know
Previous Next
Finish Later
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Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
The following section asks about your publications. Include only works published during your doctorate program 
at Cornell. Also include works that have been accepted for publication, but not yet printed. 
[q4] While a doctoral student, did you publish or have accepted for publication any articles, books, book 
chapters, or reviews?
[q5] While a doctoral student, did you coauthor a publication with your dissertation chair? 
Section B: Publications
Yes No 
Yes No 
[q7] While a doctoral student, how many peer-reviewed journal articles did you publish or 
have accepted for publication (include coauthored and sole-authored) -- Select --
[q8] While a doctoral student, on how many peer-reviewed journal articles accepted for 
publication were you the sole or first author? -- Select --
Previous Next
Finish Later
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Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[SRI Note: this page is only shown to current students]
This section pertains to your minor dissertation committee members. 
[scq1] The Cornell Graduate School requires graduate students to have a special or dissertation committee 
composed of the dissertation chair and at least two minor committee members. Have you selected your 
minor committee member(s)? Please include faculty members who you intend to place on your 
dissertation committee as minor members even if you have not filed the official form with the Graduate 
School.
Section C: Minor Dissertation Committee Members
Yes, I have selected one minor committee member nmlkj
Yes, I have selected two minor committee members nmlkj
Yes, I have selected three minor committee members nmlkj
No, I have not yet selected a minor committee member nmlkj
Previous Next
Finish Later
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Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[nq12a] Minor Committee Member One - Gender:
[nq12b] Minor Committee Member One - Tenure Status:
I selected Minor Committee Member One because he or she:
[nq14] While a doctoral student, did you coauthor a publication with Minor Committee Member One? 
Section C: Minor Dissertation Committee Members
Female Male
Not Tenured 
Tenured 
Became Tenured while I was a graduate student 
Not at all 
Minor
reason 
Major
reason 
[q2b_a] Is doing interesting research. 
[q2b_b] Has a reputation for being a good researcher. 
[q2b_c] Has a reputation for being a good classroom instructor. 
[q2b_d] Has a reputation for being a good dissertation advisor. 
[q2b_e] Is knowledgeable in the techniques and methods that I want(ed) to learn. 
[q2b_f] Fosters a working environment that I like. 
[q2b_g] Makes me feel comfortable. 
[q2b_h] Has a good reputation for placing his or her students in academic positions. 
Yes No 
Previous Next
Finish Later
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[nq15a] Minor Committee Member Two - Gender:
[nq15b] Minor Committee Member Two - Tenure Status:
I selected Minor Committee Member Two because he or she:
[nq17] While a doctoral student, did you coauthor a publication with Minor Committee Member Two?
Section C: Minor Committee Members (continued)
Female Male
Not Tenured 
Tenured 
Became Tenured while I was a graduate student 
Not at all 
Minor
reason 
Major
reason 
[q2c_a] Is doing interesting research. 
[q2c_b] Has a reputation for being a good researcher. 
[q2c_c] Has a reputation for being a good classroom instructor. 
[q2c_d] Has a reputation for being a good dissertation advisor. 
[q2c_e] Is knowledgeable in the techniques and methods that I want(ed) to learn. 
[q2c_f] Fosters a working environment that I like. 
[q2c_g] Makes me feel comfortable. 
[q2c_h] Has a good reputation for placing his or her students in academic positions. 
Yes No 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[SRI Note: This page is only shown when respondent indicates in question scq1 that three minor committee members have been 
selected.]
[sc3q1] Minor Committee Member Three - Gender:
[sc3q2] Minor Committee Member Three - Tenure Status:
I selected Minor Committee Member Three because he or she:
[sc3q4] While a doctoral student, did you coauthor a publication with Minor Committee Member Three?
Section C: Minor Committee Members (continued)
Female nmlkj Malenmlkj
Not Tenured nmlkj
Tenured nmlkj
Became Tenured while I was a graduate student nmlkj
Not at all 
Minor
reason 
Major
reason 
[sc3q3_a] Is doing interesting research. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[sc3q3_b] Has a reputation for being a good researcher. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[sc3q3_c] Has a reputation for being a good classroom instructor. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[sc3q3_d] Has a reputation for being a good dissertation advisor. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[sc3q3_e] Is knowledgeable in the techniques and methods that I want(ed) to learn. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[sc3q3_f] Fosters a working environment that I like. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[sc3q3_g] Makes me feel comfortable. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[qsc3q3_h] Has a good reputation for placing his or her students in academic positions. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Yesnmlkj No nmlkj
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[q9]How satisfied are you with your overall graduate education experience?
[sdq2] If you could do it over again, would you select another institution for your graduate studies?
[sdq3] If you could do it over again, would you select another department or field for your graduate studies?
[sdq4] Before you started your doctoral program at Cornell, were you employed full-time for a salary?
[SRI Note:Question displayed if answer to above question was yes.]
[sdq5] If yes, was this full-time position related to your field of study that you are undertaking at 
Cornell?
[nq19] When you first enrolled in your doctoral program at Cornell, were you:
[nq20] When you first enrolled in your doctoral program at Cornell, did you have any dependents under the 
age of 18 in your household?
When you first enrolled in your doctoral program at Cornell, what was the highest level of education your 
mother and father had attained?
[nq22] Currently, are you:
Section D: Demographic Data
Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat satisfied Very satisfied
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No
Yes No 
Married
Living with a domestic partner 
Widowed, Divorced, or Separated
Never Married 
Yes No 
Less than 
a high 
school 
graduate 
High 
school 
graduate 
Some
college/vocational 
school 
Bachelor's 
degree 
Some 
graduate 
school 
Master's or 
professional 
degree (e.g. 
MA, MBA, 
MD, JD) 
Doctoral 
degree 
Don't 
know 
[nq21a] Mother 
[nq22b] Father 
Married
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[nq23] Currently, do you have any dependents under the age of 18 in your household?
Living with a domestic partner 
Widowed, Divorced, or Separated
Never Married 
Yes No 
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Finish Later
85
Graduate Student-Faculty Advisor Gender Match Survey 
Please rate the extent the following individuals have influenced your career goals during your doctorate 
program at Cornell.
Please indicate your opinion regarding the following factors as it relates to your desire to pursue or not to 
pursue an academic career: 
[q11a] Appeal of other careers
[q11b] Encouragement I received from faculty to pursue academia 
[q11c] Exposure to other careers 
[q11d] My spouse's/partner's career 
[SRI NOTE: display if nq22 is 'Married' or 'Living with a domestic partner' or unanswered] 
Section E: Career Aspirations
Very little 
influence
1 2 3 4 
A lot of 
influence
5
[q10a] Current Dissertation Chair nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10b] Minor Committee Member One nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10c] Minor Committee Member Two nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10d] Parent or other family member nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10e] Friends nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10f] Peers/Fellow Graduate Students nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10g] Self nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10h] Spouse/Domestic Partner  
[SRI NOTE: display if nq22 is 'Married' or 'Living with a 
domestic partner' or unanswered]
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10i] Other [q10i_spec] - Please Specify: 
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
1
Unappealing
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Very appealing
nmlkj
1
Discouraged
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Strongly encouraged
nmlkj
1
Know very little
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Know a lot about them
nmlkj
1
Conflicts with mine
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Poses no conflict
nmlkj
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q11e] Geographic restrictions for job search 
[q11f] Ability to raise family & lead a balanced life with an academic career
1
I am very constrained
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
I am free to move
nmlkj
1
Impossible to do
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Very possible to do
nmlkj
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q12a] Which best describes your views regarding the following aspects of being a faculty member? 
Salary levels in academia are: 
[q12b]
Obtaining research funding is: 
[q12c]
Teaching is: 
[q12d]
Research is: 
[q12e]
The work load is: 
[q12f]
The tenure and promotion process is: 
Section E: Career Aspirations (continued)
High Low 
Difficult Easy 
Enjoyable A burden 
Enjoyable Tedious 
Reasonable Too high 
Problematic Unproblematic 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q13] Are you considering a faculty job at any point in the future?
[SRI Note: If yes display Likert q14 and if no display Textarea q14no (if Doctoral student)]
If yes, at what kind of institution would you prefer to be employed?
[q14no] Please indicate which career(s) you are considering pursuing upon graduation.
Section E: Career Aspirations (continued)
Yes No 
not at all somewhat
very
strong 
preference 
[q14a] Two year community college 
[q14b] Four year liberal arts college, with predominantly undergraduates 
[q14c] Four year comprehensive university, with undergraduates and master's 
students 
[q14d] Research university, with undergraduates, master's, and doctoral students 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q33] We will interview a subset of survey respondents to understand their experiences in greater depth. 
This interview will be confidential. Would you be willing to be interviewed?
[SRI Note: q33a is displayed if above question is YES or MAYBE]
Interview
Yes. You may contact me to discuss an interview. 
Maybe. I need more information, you may contact me to talk further. 
No. I am not interested in an interview. 
[q33a] You can reach me at this e-mail address or phone number:
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q32] Please use this space to elaborate on your answer to any question, or tell us anything else you would 
like us to know regarding your experiences with your dissertation committee members or additional thoughts 
regarding your career plans.
Other Thoughts 
Previous Submit Survey
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
You are invited to participate in a research study investigating whether the gender of a doctoral student's 
faculty advisor matters in the student's doctoral experience, publication rate, and early job placement. We 
are asking you to participate because you received your doctorate from Cornell University in a Science, 
Engineering, or Mathematics field. Your participation is entirely voluntary, and every effort will be made to 
keep your responses secure and confidential.  
What we will ask you to do: If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to complete an online survey, 
which will take only 10-15 minutes.  
Risks and Benefits: There are no anticipated risks to you beyond what is encountered in day-to-day life. 
The Cornell Survey Research Institute, which is administering this survey, uses state-of-the-art of 
technology to ensure security and confidentiality. However, with any online transmission, there is possibility 
that responses could be read by a third party. The responses you provide will benefit current and future 
doctoral students, as the findings will be used to inform policy decisions at higher education institutions to 
improve the doctoral education experience and to increase completion rates, as well as to encourage more 
women in Science and Engineering fields to pursue academic careers.  
Your answers will be confidential: The records of this study will be kept private and will be secured by the 
Cornell Restricted Access Data Center. In any sort of report we make public we will not include any 
information that will make it possible to identify you.  
Taking part is voluntary: You may skip any questions that you do not want to answer. If you decide to skip 
some of the questions or decide not to take part in the study, it will not affect your current or future 
relationship with Cornell University.  
If you have any questions: Please e-mail surveyresearch1@cornell.edu. The researchers conducting this 
survey are Joyce Main and Professor Ronald G. Ehrenberg.  
[SRI Note: If consent is given then start survey, otherwise ask respondent to confirm that they are declining consent]
[consent] Please indicate below if you have read the above information and consent to take part in the study.
Introduction
Yes, I have read the above information and consent to take part in the study. nmlkji
No, I do not wish to participate. nmlkj
Next
Finish Later
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
The following questions pertain to your dissertation committee chair (your primary advisor) at Cornell University. 
[q1a] Dissertation Committee Chair - Gender:
[q1b] Dissertation Committee Chair - Tenure Status:
I selected my Dissertation Chair because he or she:
[q3] Which of the following statements best characterizes your dissertation chair's attitude toward finishing 
the dissertation/completing the degree?
Section A: Dissertation Chair
Female Male
Not Tenured 
Tenured 
Became Tenured while I was a graduate student 
Not at all 
Minor
reason 
Major
reason 
[q2a_a] Was doing interesting research. 
[q2a_b] Had a reputation for being a good researcher. 
[q2a_c] Had a reputation for being a good undergraduate classroom instructor. 
[q2a_d] Had a reputation for being a good dissertation advisor. 
[q2a_e] Was knowledgeable in the techniques and methods that I wanted to learn. 
[q2a_f] Fostered a working environment that I liked. 
[q2a_g] Made me feel comfortable. 
[q2a_h] Had a good reputation for placing his or her students in academic positions. 
[q2a_i] Was assigned to me. 
Finish as quickly as possible 
Polish the dissertation, even if it delays completing the degree 
Publish, even if it delays completing the degree 
Advisor did not indicate a preference 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
Indicate the extent that each statement describes the behavior of your dissertation chair.
How often did you meet with your dissertation chair during the following phases:
Section A: Dissertation Chair (continued)
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly
Agree 
Does not 
apply 
[q15a] Was available to me when I needed help with my 
research. 
[q15b] Helped connect me with other professionals in my field. 
[q15c] Assisted me in writing presentations or publications. 
[q15d] Helped me with skills and techniques for teaching 
undergraduates. 
[q15e] Provided emotional support when I needed it. 
Weekly or 
more often 
2 to 3 
times a 
month 
Once a 
month 
Once 
every 2 to 
3 months 
Less than 
once 
every 3 
months 
Does not 
apply 
[q16a] while preparing your dissertation proposal 
or prospectus 
[q16b] while researching or analyzing data for your 
dissertation 
[q16c] while writing your dissertation (including the 
end stage of your dissertation writing) 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.
[q18]How satisfied do you think your dissertation chair is with being a faculty member at Cornell?
Section A: Dissertation Chair (continued)
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly
Agree 
[q17a] I had the dissertation chair I wanted. 
[q17b] I am satisfied with the amount of time I spent with my dissertation 
chair. 
[q17c] My dissertation chair provided me with the guidance that I needed. 
[q17d] I am still in contact with my dissertation chair. 
Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied
Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied
Somewhat 
satisfied Very satisfied Don't know
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
The following section asks about your publications. Include only works published or accepted for publication 
during your doctorate program at Cornell (prior to graduation). 
[q4] While a doctoral student, did you publish or have accepted for publication any articles, books, book 
chapters, or reviews?
[q5] While a doctoral student, did you coauthor a publication with your dissertation chair? 
Section B: Publications
Yes No 
Yes No 
[q7] While a doctoral student, how many peer-reviewed journal articles did you publish or 
have accepted for publication (include coauthored and sole-authored) -- Select --
[q8] While a doctoral student, on how many peer-reviewed journal articles accepted for 
publication were you the sole or first author? -- Select --
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
The next two pages pertain to your minor dissertation committee members. (If you had a total of four dissertation 
committee members, please choose the minor faculty members whom you interacted with most.) 
[nq12a] Minor Committee Member One - Gender:
[nq12b] Minor Committee Member One - Tenure Status:
I selected Minor Committee Member One because he or she:
[nq14] While a doctoral student, did you coauthor a publication with Minor Committee Member One? 
Section C: Minor Dissertation Committee Members
Female Male
Not Tenured 
Tenured 
Became Tenured while I was a graduate student 
Not at all 
Minor
reason 
Major
reason 
[q2b_a] Was doing interesting research. 
[q2b_b] Had a reputation for being a good researcher. 
[q2b_c] Had a reputation for being a good undergraduate classroom instructor. 
[q2b_d] Had a reputation for being a good dissertation advisor. 
[q2b_e] Was knowledgeable in the techniques and methods that I wanted to learn. 
[q2b_f] Fostered a working environment that I liked. 
[q2b_g] Made me feel comfortable. 
[q2b_h] Had a good reputation for placing his or her students in academic positions. 
Yes No 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[nq15a] Minor Committee Member Two - Gender:
[nq15b] Minor Committee Member Two - Tenure Status:
I selected Minor Committee Member Two because he or she:
[nq17] While a doctoral student, did you coauthor a publication with Minor Committee Member Two?
Section C: Minor Committee Members (continued)
Female Male
Not Tenured 
Tenured 
Became Tenured while I was a graduate student 
Not at all 
Minor
reason 
Major
reason 
[q2c_a] Was doing interesting research. 
[q2c_b] Had a reputation for being a good researcher. 
[q2c_c] Had a reputation for being a good undergraduate classroom instructor. 
[q2c_d] Had a reputation for being a good dissertation advisor. 
[q2c_e] Was knowledgeable in the techniques and methods that I wanted to learn. 
[q2c_f] Fostered a working environment that I liked. 
[q2c_g] Made me feel comfortable. 
[q2c_h] Had a good reputation for placing his or her students in academic positions. 
Yes No 
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[q9]How satisfied are you with your overall graduate education experience?
[sdq2] If you could do it over again, would you select another institution for your graduate studies?
[sdq3] If you could do it over again, would you select another department or field for your graduate studies?
[sdq4] Before you started your doctoral program at Cornell, were you employed full-time for a salary?
[SRI Note:Question displayed if answer to above question was yes.]
[sdq5] If yes, was this full-time position related to your field of study at Cornell?
[nq19] When you first enrolled in your doctoral program at Cornell, were you:
[nq20] When you first enrolled in your doctoral program at Cornell, did you have any dependents under the 
age of 18 in your household?
When you first enrolled in your doctoral program at Cornell, what was the highest level of education your 
mother and father had attained?
[nq22] When you completed your doctoral program at Cornell, were you:
Section D: Demographic Data
Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat satisfied Very satisfied
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No
Yes No 
Married
Living with a domestic partner 
Widowed, Divorced, or Separated
Never Married 
Yes No 
Less than 
a high 
school 
graduate 
High 
school 
graduate 
Some
college/vocational 
school 
Bachelor's 
degree 
Some 
graduate 
school 
Master's or 
professional 
degree (e.g. 
MA, MBA, 
MD, JD) 
Doctoral 
degree 
Don't 
know 
[nq21a] Mother 
[nq22b] Father 
Married
Living with a domestic partner 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[nq23] When you completed your doctoral program at Cornell, did you have any dependents under the age 
of 18 in your household?
Widowed, Divorced, or Separated
Never Married 
Yes No 
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Please rate the extent the following individuals have influenced your career goals during your doctorate 
program at Cornell.
Please indicate your opinion regarding the following factors as it relates to your desire to pursue or not to 
pursue an academic career: 
[q11a] Appeal of other careers
[q11b] Encouragement I received from faculty to pursue academia 
[q11c] Exposure to other careers 
[q11d] My spouse's/partner's career 
[SRI NOTE: display if nq22 is 'Married' or 'Living with a domestic partner' or unanswered] 
Section E: Career Aspirations
Very little 
influence
1 2 3 4 
A lot of 
influence
5
[q10a] Dissertation Chair nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10b] Minor Committee Member One nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10c] Minor Committee Member Two nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10d] Parent or other family member nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10e] Friends nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10f] Peers/Fellow Graduate Students nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10g] Self nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10h] Spouse/Domestic Partner  
[SRI NOTE: display if nq22 is 'Married' or 'Living with a 
domestic partner']
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
[q10i] Other [q10i_spec] - Please Specify: 
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
1
Unappealing
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Very appealing
nmlkj
1
Discouraged
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Strongly encouraged
nmlkj
1
Know very little
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Know a lot about them
nmlkj
1
Conflicts with mine
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Poses no conflict
nmlkj
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q11e] Geographic restrictions for job search 
[q11f] Ability to raise family & lead a balanced life with an academic career
1
I am very constrained
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
I am free to move
nmlkj
1
Impossible to do
nmlkj
2
nmlkj
3
nmlkj
4
nmlkj 5
Very possible to do
nmlkj
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q12a] Which best describes your views regarding the following aspects of being a faculty member? 
Salary levels in academia are: 
[q12b]
Obtaining research funding is: 
[q12c]
Teaching is: 
[q12d]
Research is: 
[q12e]
The work load is: 
[q12f]
The tenure and promotion process is: 
Section E: Career Aspirations (continued)
High Low 
Difficult Easy 
Enjoyable A burden 
Enjoyable Tedious 
Reasonable Too high 
Problematic Unproblematic 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q13] While you were completing your doctorate, did you consider applying for a faculty job?
[SRI Note: If yes display Likert q14 and if no display Textarea q14no (if Doctoral student)]
If yes, at what kind of institution would you have prefered to be employed?
Section E: Career Aspirations (continued)
Yes No 
not at all somewhat
very
strong 
preference 
[q14a] Two year community college 
[q14b] Four year liberal arts college, with predominantly undergraduates 
[q14c] Four year comprehensive university, with undergraduates and master's 
students 
[q14d] Research university, with undergraduates, master's, and doctoral students 
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[q22] Were you employed within 6 months of receiving your doctorate?
[SRI Note: Displayed if q22 is YES]
[q23] If yes, was your principal employer (6 months after receiving your doctorate) a:
[SRI Note: q24 and q25 displayed if q23 is "An educational Institution"]
[q24] If you worked at an educational institution within 6 months after graduation, was the institution a:
[q25] Was this position: faculty, post-doctoral, a lectureship, a deanship, or a provostship?
[SRI Note: q26 and q27 displayed if q25 is "Yes, full time" or "Yes, part Time"]
[q26] Which of the following best describes this position?
Section F: Employment 
Yes No (not employed, but was looking) No (not employed, not looking)
An educational institution 
A for-profit company, business or individual, paying wages, salary, or commissions (excluding educational 
institutions) 
A not-for-profit, tax-exempt, or charitable organization (excluding educational institutions) 
Local, state, or federal government (excluding educational institutions) 
Self-employed 
Other 
Two year community college 
Four year liberal arts college, with predominantly undergraduates 
Four year comprehensive university, with undergraduates and master's students 
Research university, with undergraduates, master's, and doctoral students 
Other 
Yes, full-time 
Yes, part-time 
No
Post-Doctoral fellow 
Instructor or lecturer 
Adjunct faculty 
Assistant professor - non-tenure-track 
Assistant professor - tenure-track 
Associate/full professor - non-tenure-track 
Associate/full professor - tenure-track 
Other faculty position 
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q27] What was your primary work activity for this position?
Mainly teaching 
Mainly research 
Teaching and research equally 
Teaching, research, and administration 
Mainly administration such as budgeting, committee work, or advising
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q28] Do you currently hold a faculty position at a college or university? (Include lectureships, post-doctoral 
appointments, deanships, and provostships as faculty positions.)
[SRI Note: q29, q30 and q31 displayed if above answer is YES]
[q29] If yes, which of the following best describes this faculty position?
[q30] If you have a faculty position, which type of institution do you work in?
[q31] What is your primary work activity for this faculty position?
Section F: Employment (continued)
Yes No 
Post-Doctoral fellow 
Instructor or lecturer 
Adjunct faculty 
Assistant professor - non-tenure-track 
Assistant professor - tenure-track 
Associate/full professor - non-tenure-track 
Associate/full professor - tenure-track 
Other faculty position 
Two year community college 
Four year liberal arts college, with predominantly undergraduates 
Four year comprehensive university, with undergraduates and master's students 
Research university, with undergraduates, master's, and doctoral students 
Other 
Mainly teaching 
Mainly research 
Teaching and research equally 
Teaching, research, and administration 
Mainly administration such as budgeting, committee work, or advising
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q33] We will interview a subset of survey respondents to understand their experiences in greater depth. 
This interview will be confidential. Would you be willing to be interviewed?
[SRI Note: q33a is displayed if above question is YES or MAYBE]
Interview
Yes. You may contact me to discuss an interview. 
Maybe. I need more information, you may contact me to talk further. 
No. I am not interested in an interview. 
[q33a] You can reach me at this e-mail address or phone number:
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If you have questions or require technical assistance with this survey, please email the Survey Research Institute or call 1-888-367-8404.
[q32] Please use this space to elaborate on your answer to any question, or tell us anything else you would 
like us to know regarding your experiences with your dissertation committee members or additional thoughts 
regarding your career plans.
Other Thoughts 
Previous Submit Survey
Finish Later
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APPENDIX C 
 
Percent Completers and Leavers by Entry Year and Chair Gender 
     Percentage of students who complete PhDs by student and chair gender 
 
Female Students Male Students 
 
Female Chair Male Chair Female Chair Male Chair 
1999 80% 90% 100% 66% 
2000 83% 74% 100% 68% 
2001 100% 84% 100% 80% 
2002 78% 78% 80% 80% 
2003 100% 75% 63% 74% 
Avg 88% 80% 89% 74% 
     Percentage of students who leave by student and chair gender 
 
Female Students Male Students 
 
Female Chair Male Chair Female Chair Male Chair 
1999 20% 10% 0% 22% 
2000 17% 21% 0% 19% 
2001 0% 16% 0% 18% 
2002 0% 19% 10% 16% 
2003 0% 11% 0% 10% 
Avg 7% 15% 2% 17% 
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APPENDIX D 
 
Academic Job Placement Within 6 Months of PhD 
 (Omits Department Variables) 
   
      Model 1 Model 2 
  Women Men Women Men 
FemaleChair 0.09063 -0.02765 
  
 
(0.1251) (0.1212) 
  OneFemMinorMem -0.03531 -0.11716 
  
 
(0.1440) (0.1016) 
  OneFemAdvisor 
  
0.07015 -0.08848 
   
(0.1083) (0.0822) 
Proportion of Female Faculty 0.01706* 0.00184 0.01682* 0.00654 
 
(0.0072) (0.0086) (0.0071) (0.0079) 
GREQuant 0.00206+ 0.00033 0.00236* 0.00047 
 
(0.0012) (0.0008) (0.0011) (0.0007) 
International 0.0647 -0.09744 0.04661 -0.10801 
 
(0.1196) (0.0750) (0.1180) (0.0737) 
NonWhiteUSCit -0.03203 -0.16273 -0.06494 -0.18311+ 
 
(0.1536) (0.1074) (0.1489) (0.1061) 
Age 0.00501 -0.00336 0.00509 -0.00766 
 
(0.0191) (0.0145) (0.0191) (0.0142) 
Publications 0.04722* 0.01860+ 0.04917** 0.01837+ 
 
(0.0190) (0.0108) (0.0191) (0.0108) 
Financial Aid (Fellowship Omitted) 
   Research Assistantship -0.09125 -0.17265 -0.09255 -0.11666 
 
(0.1906) (0.1381) (0.1874) (0.1361) 
Teaching Assistantship 0.21786 0.02809 0.19647 0.04937 
 
(0.2074) (0.1486) (0.2036) (0.1472) 
Program Duration (6 years omitted) 
   4 years -0.10692 0.01333 -0.11196 0.02706 
 
(0.3074) (0.1271) (0.3054) (0.1248) 
5 years -0.15921 0.04698 -0.1685 0.04372 
 
(0.1151) (0.0745) (0.1132) (0.0737) 
7 years 0.0638 0.11422 0.05443 0.10312 
 
(0.1719) (0.1028) (0.1688) (0.1022) 
8 years or more -0.02386 0.06254 -0.04146 0.05672 
 
(0.2123) (0.1328) (0.2085) (0.1326) 
     Departments NO NO NO NO 
     Observations 95 241 96 245 
Pseudo Rsquared 0.177 0.037 0.181 0.037 
+ p<0.10,* p<0.05,** p<0.01,*** p<0.001     
Standard errors in parentheses  
   Missing Dummy Variables Not Shown 
 
 
  
    
112
APPENDIX E
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Anderson, C. Srivastava, S., Beer, J., Spataro, S. & J. Chatman. 2006. Knowing your place: Self-
perceptions of status in social groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 91(6): 1094-
1110. 
 
Ashforth, B. and F. Mael. 1989. Social Identity Theory and the Organization. Academy of 
Management Review 20-39. 
 
Bandura, A. 1986. Fearful expectations and avoidant actions as coeffects of perceived self-
inefficacy. American Psychologist 1389-1391. 
 
Bettinger, E.P. and B.T. Long. 2005. Do faculty serve as role models? The impact of instructor 
gender on female students. The American Economic Review 95(2): 152-157. 
 
Blickenstaff, J. 2005. Women and science careers: leaky pipeline or gender filter? Gender and 
Education 17(4): 369-386. 
 
Bowen, W.G. and N.L. Rudenstine. 1992. In Pursuit of the PhD. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press. 
 
Brewer, M. 1999. The Psychology of Prejudice: Ingroup Love or Outgroup Hate? Journal of 
Social Issues 55(3): 429-444. 
 
Canes, B.J. and H.S. Rosen. 1995. Following in Her Footsteps? Faculty Gender Composition and 
Women’s Choices of College Majors. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 48(3): 486- 504. 
 
Carrell, S.E., Page, M.E. and J.E. West. 2009. National Bureau of Economic Research Working 
Paper 14959. 
 
Correll, S.J. 2004. Constraints into preferences: gender, status, and emerging career aspirations. 
American Sociological Review 69(1): 93-113. 
 
Council of Graduate Schools. 2007. Ph.D. Completion Project: Program Completion and 
Attrition Data. http://www.phdcompletion.org/quantitative/book2_quant.asp. 
 
Dee, T.S. 2005. A teacher like me: does race, ethnicity, or gender matter? The American 
Economic Review 95(2): 158-165. 
 
Duguid, M., Loyd, D. and P. Tolbert. 2010. The Impact of Categorical Status, Numeric 
Representation, and Work Group Prestige on Preference for Demographically Similar Others: A 
Value Threat Approach. Organization Science 1-16. 
 
Dynan, K. and C. Rouse. 1997. The Under Representation of Women in Economics: A Study of 
Economics Majors. Journal of Economic Education 28: 350-368. 
 
133 
 
Ehrenberg, R.G., Goldhaber, D.D., and D.J. Brewer. 1995. Do Teacher’s Race, Gender, and 
Ethnicity Matter? Evidence from NELS. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 48(3) 547-561. 
 
Ehrenberg, R. and Kuh, C. 2009. Doctoral Education and the Faculty of the Future. Ithaca, NY: 
Cornell University Press. 
 
Ehrenberg, R, Zuckerman, H., Groen, J. and S. Brucker. 2010. Educating Scholars Doctoral 
Education in the Humanities. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Fox, M.F. 2001. Women, science, and academia: graduate education and careers. Gender and 
Society 15(5): 654-666. 
 
Gibson, D.E. 2004. Role models in career development: new directions for theory and research. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior 65: 134-156. 
 
Golde, C. and T. Dore. 2001. At Cross Purpose: What the Experiences of Today’s Doctoral 
Students Reveal About Doctoral Education.  www.phd-survey.org 
 
Goldstein, E. 1979. Effects of Same-Sex and Cross-Sex Role Models on the Subsequent 
Academic Productivity of Scholars. American Psychologist 34(5): 407-410. 
 
Hilmer, C. and M. Hilmer. 2007. Women Helping Women, Men Helping Women? Same-Gender 
Mentoring, Initial Job Placements, and Early Career Publishing Success for Economics PhDs. 
American Economic Review 97(2): 422-426. 
 
Hogg, M. & D. Terry. 2000. Social Identity and Self-categorization Processes in Organizational 
Contexts. Academy of Management Review 25(1): 121-140. 
 
Hoffman, F. and P. Oreopoulos. 2007. A Professor Like Me: The Influence of Instructor Gender 
on College Achievement. National Bureau of Economics Working Paper 13182. 
 
Hornsey, M. 2008. Social Identity Theory and Self-categorization Theory: A Historical Review. 
Social and Personality Psychology Compass 2(1):204-222. 
 
Huffman, M., Cohen, P., and J. Pearlman. 2010. Engendering Change: Organizational Dynamics 
and workplace Gender Desegregation, 1975-2005. Administrative Science Quarterly 55:255-277. 
 
Humanities Indicators. 2008. Distribution of Humanities Faculty by Gender. American Academy 
of Arts and Sciences. http://www.humanitiesindicators.org/content/hrcoIIID.aspx#topIII13. 
 
Humanities Indicators. 2009. Time Spent in Graduate School. American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences. http://www.humanitiesindicators.org/content/hrcoIIB.aspx#topII15. 
 
Marx, D.M. and J.S. Roman. 2002. Female role models: protecting women’s math test 
performance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 28(9): 1183-1193. 
 
134 
 
Moyer, A. and P. Salovey. 1999. Challenges facing female doctoral students and recent 
graduates. Psychology of Women Quarterly 23: 607-630. 
 
National Academy of Sciences. 2006. Beyond Bias and Barriers: Fulfilling the Potential of 
Women in Academic Science and Engineering. Washington, DC.: National Academies Press. 
 
National Research Council.  2009. Gender Differences at Critical Transitions in the Careers of 
Science, Engineering, and Mathematics Faculty.  Washington, DC.: National Academies Press.  
 
National Science Foundation, Division of Science Resources Statistics. 2010. Doctorate 
Recipients from U.S. Universities: 2009. Special Report NSF 11-306. Arlington, VA . Available 
at http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/nsf11306/. 
 
Nerad, Maresi. 2009. Confronting Common Assumptions. In: Ehrenberg, R. and Kuh, C. 2009. 
Doctoral Education and the Faculty of the Future. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, p.83. 
 
Neumark, D. and R. Gardecki. 1998. Women helping women? Role model and mentoring effects 
of female Ph.D. students in economics. The Journal of Human Resources 33(1): 220-246. 
 
Over, R., Over, J., Meuwissen, I., and S. Lancaster. 1990. Publication by Men and Women with 
Same-Sex and Cross-Sex PhD Supervision. Higher Education 20(4): 381-391. 
 
Quimby, J.L. and A.M. DeSantis. 2006. The influence of role models on women’s career 
choices. The Career Development Quarterly 54(4):297-306. 
 
Rask, K.N. and E.M. Bailey. 2002. Are Faculty Role Models? Evidence from Major Choice in an 
Undergraduate Institution. The Journal of Economic Education 33(2): 99-124. 
 
Rothstein, D.S. 1995. Do female faculty influence female students’ educational and labor market 
attainments? Industrial and Labor Relations Review 48(3): 515-530. 
 
Schuckman, H. 1987. PhD Recipients in Psychology and Biology Do Those with Dissertation 
Advisors of the Same Sex Publish More Papers? American Psychologist 42(11): 987-992. 
 
Tajfel, H. & J. Turner. 1984. The Social Identity Theory of Intergroup Behavior.  In S. Worchel 
& W. G. Austin (Eds.). Psychology of Intergroup Relations. Chicago: Nelson-Hall 7-24. 
 
Tolbert, P., Simons, T. Andrews, A. & J. Rhee. 1995. The Effects of Gender Composition in 
Academic Departments on Faculty Turnover. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 48(3): 562-
579. 
 
Trower, C. 2010. Why So Few? www.aauw.org. 
 
Turner, S. and W. Bowen. 1999. Choice of Major: The Changing (Unchanging) Gender Gap. 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review 52: 289-313. 
 
135 
 
Valian, V. 1999. Why So Slow? Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
 
Xie, Y. and Shauman, K. 2003. Women in Science Career Processes and Outcomes. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press. 
 
